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 ﾠ 1	
 ﾠ
…	
 ﾠTurn	
 ﾠyour	
 ﾠeyes	
 ﾠinward	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠlearn	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow	
 ﾠyourself.	
 ﾠ(SE	
 ﾠXVII:	
 ﾠ142,	
 ﾠ143)	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠmain	
 ﾠfunction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠencourage	
 ﾠpeople	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠteach	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠ[in	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
“creation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠcondition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcreation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠlearning-ﾭ‐
disposition”	
 ﾠ(Felman,	
 ﾠ1982:	
 ﾠ31)].	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠrequires	
 ﾠgoing	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠunderstanding	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠlargely	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcognitive,	
 ﾠreasoning	
 ﾠprocess.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Despite	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ seeming	
 ﾠ incompatability,	
 ﾠ teacher/student	
 ﾠ interaction	
 ﾠ invites	
 ﾠ
comparisons	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠpositing	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“intersubjective	
 ﾠforce”	
 ﾠ(Simon,	
 ﾠ
1995:	
 ﾠ95)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠcalls	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdemand	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ"subject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
know"	
 ﾠ(le	
 ﾠsujet	
 ﾠsupposé	
 ﾠsavoir),	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“object	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire”	
 ﾠ(Litvak,	
 ﾠ1995:	
 ﾠ26)	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠquestion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtransferential	
 ﾠerotic	
 ﾠpedagogical	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠ(“as	
 ﾠsoon	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow	
 ﾠexists	
 ﾠsomewhere	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠS.s.S	
 ﾠ[sujet	
 ﾠsupposé	
 ﾠsavoir]	
 ﾠ
there	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠtransference”	
 ﾠS	
 ﾠXI:	
 ﾠ232).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Because	
 ﾠ“transference	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠenacting	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreality	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious”	
 ﾠ(S	
 ﾠXI:	
 ﾠ174,	
 ﾠ
267)	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠtransference	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“love	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠdesire”	
 ﾠ(Sayer,	
 ﾠ1991,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ32)	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠ“The	
 ﾠquestion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠlinked	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge”	
 ﾠ(S	
 ﾠXX:	
 ﾠ84)	
 ﾠ
teaching	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnecessarily	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠaffective,	
 ﾠerotic	
 ﾠexperience.	
 ﾠ“I	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠperson	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠassume	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
have	
 ﾠknowledge,”	
 ﾠsays	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠ(S	
 ﾠXX:	
 ﾠ64).	
 ﾠ[Michel	
 ﾠFoucault,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠHistory	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠSexuality	
 ﾠ
claims	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ function/structure	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ transference	
 ﾠ has	
 ﾠ long	
 ﾠ been	
 ﾠ institutionalised	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ
Western	
 ﾠculture.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠmany	
 ﾠcenturies,	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠclaims,	
 ﾠconfession	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠparadigmatic	
 ﾠ
transferential	
 ﾠ relationship:	
 ﾠ one	
 ﾠ went	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ one's	
 ﾠ confessor	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ he	
 ﾠ better	
 ﾠ
understood	
 ﾠone's	
 ﾠinner	
 ﾠdynamics,	
 ﾠone's	
 ﾠreasons	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠsinning	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcharity,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhence	
 ﾠ
by	
 ﾠadministering	
 ﾠappropriate	
 ﾠpenance	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠsave	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsoul].	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
This	
 ﾠstudy	
 ﾠpresents	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠpsychoanalytic	
 ﾠapproach	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠ
four-ﾭ‐discourses	
 ﾠmodel,	
 ﾠconsidered	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlight	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠBadiou’s	
 ﾠapproach	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
Hegel’s	
 ﾠdialectic.	
 ﾠOn	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠaccount,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsuccessful	
 ﾠimplementation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ
reading	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ world	
 ﾠ -ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ shown	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ require	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ “narrative	
 ﾠ capable	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ bringing	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ
awareness,	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ further	
 ﾠ construction,	
 ﾠ things	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ farthest	
 ﾠ from	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ mind”	
 ﾠ
(Britzman	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠviii).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 2	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠinvolves	
 ﾠmaking	
 ﾠavailable	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠdrivers	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠplace	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
particular	
 ﾠspaces	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠproviding	
 ﾠdiscursive	
 ﾠstrategies	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
them	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠaccess	
 ﾠforeign	
 ﾠparts	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠselves,	
 ﾠparticularly	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠquests	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
authenticity	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ love.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ paper	
 ﾠ argues	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ learning,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ logically	
 ﾠ
impossible	
 ﾠ sublation	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ ‘not-ﾭ‐all’	
 ﾠ (pas-ﾭ‐toute)	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ principle	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
acceptance	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ inclusion	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ principle	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ denial	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ possession	
 ﾠ
corresponds	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ injunction	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ actualise	
 ﾠ student	
 ﾠ potential	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ opening	
 ﾠ up	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
borders	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpossible	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠlearning.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Encouraging	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ explore	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ responses	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ work	
 ﾠ they	
 ﾠ do	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
classroom	
 ﾠenables	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdiscover	
 ﾠmore	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠother.	
 ﾠ
“All	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpatient’s	
 ﾠsymptoms	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠabandoned	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠtaken	
 ﾠ
on	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠlies	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtransference;	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠsymptoms	
 ﾠ
have	
 ﾠ persisted	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ capable	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ undergoing	
 ﾠ such	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ transformation”	
 ﾠ (Freud,	
 ﾠ
Introductory	
 ﾠLectures	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠPsychoanalysis,	
 ﾠ1915	
 ﾠ)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Rather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠconscripting	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠconcept	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdialectic	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠpedagogy,	
 ﾠ
however,	
 ﾠ I	
 ﾠ interweave	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ ideas	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ those	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Lacan	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ Badiou.	
 ﾠ Lacan,	
 ﾠ Hegel,	
 ﾠ
Badiou	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠenvisage	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsite	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠrevolutionary	
 ﾠaction	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠkey	
 ﾠcomponents.	
 ﾠEducation	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠseen,	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠbanking	
 ﾠtransmission	
 ﾠ
(Freire,	
 ﾠ1985)	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmaiuetic	
 ﾠpassive	
 ﾠrecollection	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ(Plato,	
 ﾠ2005)	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠ
rather	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“a	
 ﾠgenerative	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠitself	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠabsolute	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠsocially	
 ﾠ
constructed”	
 ﾠ (Todd,	
 ﾠ 2003,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 5).	
 ﾠ Freire	
 ﾠ (1985)	
 ﾠ regards	
 ﾠ education	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ praxis	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ
rearticulating	
 ﾠoppressive	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠ(2007)	
 ﾠelaborates	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠsubjugating	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
two	
 ﾠempowering	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠapplicable	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠeducation.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Hegel	
 ﾠ maintains	
 ﾠ that,	
 ﾠ “Education,	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ absolute	
 ﾠ determination,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ therefore	
 ﾠ
liberation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwork	
 ﾠtowards	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠhigher	
 ﾠliberation”	
 ﾠ(Hegel,	
 ﾠ1991,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ225)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠ
claims	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠeducation's	
 ﾠpractice	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ"to	
 ﾠarrange	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠforms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠsome	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠcome	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠpierce	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠhole	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthem”	
 ﾠ(Badiou,	
 ﾠ2005,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ9).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Is	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠpossible	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠidentify	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠmobilise	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠerotics	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠadvances	
 ﾠliberation?	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 3	
 ﾠ
Given	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbreak	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠconventional	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠoccur	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexisting	
 ﾠ
system	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠproject	
 ﾠruns	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrisk	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠinstrumentalising	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠname	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠchallenging	
 ﾠdominating	
 ﾠdiscourses,	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠcomplex	
 ﾠensue?	
 ﾠDoes	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠmake	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
use	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ theory	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ insists	
 ﾠ on	
 ﾠ disrupting	
 ﾠ itself?	
 ﾠ Is	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ kind	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ liberatory	
 ﾠ teaching	
 ﾠ
legitimate?	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Despite	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcontradiction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreality	
 ﾠprinciple	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠeffort	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrecapture	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
imaginary	
 ﾠlost	
 ﾠplenitude	
 ﾠ(Freud,	
 ﾠ2005)	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠtheorists	
 ﾠsay	
 ﾠyes,	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐liberation	
 ﾠ
must	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠoccur	
 ﾠbefore	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠgains	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠrealised.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
And	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠarticulable	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠregister	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic,	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsignifying	
 ﾠ
chain	
 ﾠalienated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠImaginary	
 ﾠstrictures	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠego,	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠputting	
 ﾠthings	
 ﾠ
into	
 ﾠwords	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠonce	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠgreatest	
 ﾠtreasure	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠenigmatic	
 ﾠpossession	
 ﾠ(Klein	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠDe	
 ﾠBianchedi,	
 ﾠet	
 ﾠal,	
 ﾠ1988).	
 ﾠBoothby	
 ﾠ(1991)	
 ﾠclaims	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠLacanian	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
above	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠelse	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlanguage	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠ(in	
 ﾠCho	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠLewis,	
 ﾠ2005,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ2)	
 ﾠinsists	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠ “new	
 ﾠ possibilities	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ possible”	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ “event”	
 ﾠ (Badiou,	
 ﾠ 2001,	
 ﾠ p	
 ﾠ 41,	
 ﾠ ff)	
 ﾠ
transforms	
 ﾠpersons	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠobliging	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠarticulate	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
“Love	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠenquiry	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpoint	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠview	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠTwo,”	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠsays	
 ﾠ(Badiou,	
 ﾠ
1996,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ49).	
 ﾠHegel	
 ﾠtoo	
 ﾠ(1977)	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠlogic	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsublation
1	
 ﾠargues	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpower	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
radical	
 ﾠtransformative	
 ﾠchange,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠaffirm	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdominant	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
representation	
 ﾠplays	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠconstructing	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpotential	
 ﾠagency.	
 ﾠAll	
 ﾠcontend	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠinterventionist	
 ﾠapproach,	
 ﾠusing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject’s	
 ﾠlanguage,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbasis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
liberatory	
 ﾠeducation.	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠparticular	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠspecial	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠrequired.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
My	
 ﾠaim	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbring	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠGestaltist	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2006)	
 ﾠbackgrounded	
 ﾠ(contextual,	
 ﾠfeminine)	
 ﾠ
parts	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ students’	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ dispositionally-ﾭ‐foregrounded	
 ﾠ (perceptual,	
 ﾠ
masculine)	
 ﾠconsciousnesses	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsubjectivities.	
 ﾠThere,	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠego	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
1	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠsimilar	
 ﾠnotions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠnegativity	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcentre	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdivided	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠsimilarly	
 ﾠopen	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
space	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠradical	
 ﾠfreedom.	
 ﾠSublation	
 ﾠ(synthesis)	
 ﾠdoes	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠeliminate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdifference	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ
because	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠtime,	
 ﾠsublation	
 ﾠrecognises	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠradically	
 ﾠdifferent.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
moment	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠidentity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐identity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ,	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscrimination	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠ
self	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠother,	
 ﾠidentity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠmade	
 ﾠpossible.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠsublation,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠpossibility	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠactualised,	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠsimultaneously,	
 ﾠ
self	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠremain	
 ﾠdifferentiated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠactualisation	
 ﾠtake	
 ﾠplace.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 4	
 ﾠ
its	
 ﾠimaginary	
 ﾠunity	
 ﾠrepresses	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠpart	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠprohibits	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠfull	
 ﾠ
expression,	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠflourish	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfuller	
 ﾠhumanity.	
 ﾠWhere	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠobsessive	
 ﾠfocus,	
 ﾠ
there	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠflow	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdispersed	
 ﾠsupplemental	
 ﾠenergetics.	
 ﾠWhere	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠImaginary	
 ﾠ
representation,	
 ﾠ there	
 ﾠ might	
 ﾠ emerge	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ Symbolic	
 ﾠ transformative	
 ﾠ potential.	
 ﾠ Where	
 ﾠ
there	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsilence,	
 ﾠaggression	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsadness,	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠissue	
 ﾠvigour,	
 ﾠconnection	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
joy.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
 
And	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠhappens.	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠteach	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘hard’	
 ﾠclasses	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠFoundation	
 ﾠcourses	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠgreat	
 ﾠdeal	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠ success.	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ study	
 ﾠ outlines	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ involves	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ classes.	
 ﾠ These	
 ﾠ
responses	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠalways	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmix	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠemotional,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠphysical	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠintellectual	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
can	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠexplicated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠidentifying	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdynamics	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠidentification	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
effect	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠthree	
 ﾠpsychic	
 ﾠregisters:	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠReal,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠImaginary	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Symbolic.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ three	
 ﾠ orders	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ inextricably	
 ﾠ bound	
 ﾠ together	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ involved	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ
individuals’	
 ﾠperceptions	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠexperiences.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠconflicts	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠregisters	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
between	
 ﾠcomponents	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠregister	
 ﾠ(as	
 ﾠwell	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠgenetic	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠenvironmental	
 ﾠ
factors)	
 ﾠdictate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠapproaches	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠresponses	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠlearner	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠtake,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠattractions	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠvalues	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaterial	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠstudied	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠpossess	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
learner	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ manage,	
 ﾠ confirm	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ support	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ her	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ desires	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ
experience	
 ﾠsimilar	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis	
 ﾠwhere:	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠanalyst	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠaim	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpassage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtrue	
 ﾠspeech,	
 ﾠjoining	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
other	
 ﾠsubject,	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠwall	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlanguage.	
 ﾠThat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfinal	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
subject	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠgives	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanswer	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠdoesn’t	
 ﾠ
expect	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠ(S.	
 ﾠII:	
 ﾠ246)	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Recognising,	
 ﾠ encouraging	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ acknowledging	
 ﾠ students’	
 ﾠ responses	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ texts,	
 ﾠ
discourses	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ other	
 ﾠ cultural	
 ﾠ artefacts,	
 ﾠ then,	
 ﾠ however	
 ﾠ initially	
 ﾠ disturbing,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ
ultimately	
 ﾠliberating	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠempowering,	
 ﾠoffering	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠjouissance	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠand,	
 ﾠ
through	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpotentially	
 ﾠliberating	
 ﾠeffects	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠchanges	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠattitudes	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠbehaviours,	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
opportunity	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠbeneficial	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠchange.	
 ﾠRecognition	
 ﾠlegitimates	
 ﾠaspects	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠunacknowledged	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠdisowned.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠaspects	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠuniquely	
 ﾠisolate	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠsubject:	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠimplications.	
 ﾠAs	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠresult	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠpedagogical	
 ﾠpractice,	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 5	
 ﾠ
students	
 ﾠcome	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdefine	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠdifferently,	
 ﾠact	
 ﾠdifferently	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthink	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠspeak	
 ﾠ
differently.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠgoal	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpedagogy,	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠanalysis,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠadvent	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtrue	
 ﾠspeech,	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠbien	
 ﾠ
dire,	
 ﾠ‘well-ﾭ‐saying’	
 ﾠ(Television,	
 ﾠ1990,	
 ﾠp.41),	
 ﾠwhere:	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ
…	
 ﾠ well-ﾭ‐saying	
 ﾠ concerns	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ relation	
 ﾠ between	
 ﾠ words	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ being,	
 ﾠ between	
 ﾠ
words	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠyou	
 ﾠare.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ[W]ell-ﾭ‐saying	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠapparently	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠput	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlevel	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
something	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠconcerns	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ
itself	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠprecisely	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠscience	
 ﾠexcludes.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐
saying,	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠintends	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠreach	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠverdict	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠone;’s	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠsay	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐saying	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠequivalent	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐knowing,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ we	
 ﾠ refer	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ knowledge.	
 ﾠ …	
 ﾠ well-ﾭ‐saying	
 ﾠ
produces	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠpresent	
 ﾠbefore,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ
about	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject,	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐said	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ
before	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐said	
 ﾠ(Sayer,	
 ﾠ1991,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ30,	
 ﾠ31).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject’s	
 ﾠrealisation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠhistory	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfuture”	
 ﾠ(Écrits:	
 ﾠ249).	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠenabled	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠmind.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠ teachers,	
 ﾠ we	
 ﾠ can	
 ﾠ take	
 ﾠ these	
 ﾠ understandings	
 ﾠ further	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ re-ﾭ‐imagine	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ recast	
 ﾠ
selves	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthoughts	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠattending	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsignifiers.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠtexts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠmatter,	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠ
lives	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsubjectivities	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠconsciousnesses	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠconnect	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtexts	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠThere	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ four	
 ﾠ discourses:	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
university,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhysteric	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalyst.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠCritical	
 ﾠ
literacy	
 ﾠ involves	
 ﾠ “reading	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ world”,	
 ﾠ understanding	
 ﾠ how	
 ﾠ people	
 ﾠ encode	
 ﾠ power	
 ﾠ
structures	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ role	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ these	
 ﾠ processes,	
 ﾠ maintain	
 ﾠ Freire	
 ﾠ &	
 ﾠ Macedo	
 ﾠ (1987).	
 ﾠ
Herein	
 ﾠlie	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠseeds	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠrecognising	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠauthoritative	
 ﾠOther
2	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
contemporary	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠrepresentative	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcommunity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
subjects	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠreminding	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠobligation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠengage	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠintercourse.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
2	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠequates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbig	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠ(with	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcapital	
 ﾠO)	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlaw	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠlanguage.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
Critical	
 ﾠwriters	
 ﾠagree	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠimportance	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjective	
 ﾠintervention	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsociety,	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠ
“eros	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠforce	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠenhances	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠoverall	
 ﾠeffort	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐actualising	
 ﾠ[so	
 ﾠthat]	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
classroom	
 ﾠbecomes	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdynamic	
 ﾠplace	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠtransformations	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ
concretely	
 ﾠactualised	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfalse	
 ﾠdichotomy	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld	
 ﾠoutside	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
inside	
 ﾠ world	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ academy	
 ﾠ disappears”	
 ﾠ (hooks,	
 ﾠ 1994,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 195).	
 ﾠ Engaging	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ
literacy,	
 ﾠthen,	
 ﾠelucidates	
 ﾠhow	
 ﾠsubjectivities	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠagency	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠcreated	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
advance	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Many	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ suffer	
 ﾠ frustration	
 ﾠ under	
 ﾠ educators	
 ﾠ whose	
 ﾠ “pedagogy	
 ﾠ has	
 ﾠ largely	
 ﾠ
abandoned	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ thought	
 ﾠ out	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ obeisance	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ vocationalism	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ tired	
 ﾠ
allegiance	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbanalities	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠbore	
 ﾠeven	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinstructors	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠrepeat	
 ﾠthem”	
 ﾠ(Jay	
 ﾠ1987,	
 ﾠ
p.	
 ﾠ798).	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠstudents,	
 ﾠacquiring	
 ﾠappropriate	
 ﾠidentities	
 ﾠrequires	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrecognition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
lack	
 ﾠ (and	
 ﾠ therefore	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ compensatory	
 ﾠ construction	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ desire)	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ understanding	
 ﾠ
temporarily	
 ﾠarrests	
 ﾠsliding	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpursuit	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠgreater	
 ﾠsubjective	
 ﾠcapacity.	
 ﾠ
Where	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠenabled	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbecome	
 ﾠconscious	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinhibiting	
 ﾠparts	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠ
subjectivities,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠencouraged	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrecognise	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠacknowledge	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesires,	
 ﾠthen	
 ﾠ
an	
 ﾠexploration	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsubjectivities	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconstruction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠ
result.	
 ﾠOn	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠapproach,	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠembodied	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ“constellation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlanguage,	
 ﾠdesire,	
 ﾠ
power,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠidentity”	
 ﾠ(Kelly,	
 ﾠ1997,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ15)	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠculturally	
 ﾠspecific,	
 ﾠmediated	
 ﾠrelationships	
 ﾠ
among	
 ﾠpersons.	
 ﾠLanguage	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠnecessary	
 ﾠmedium,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠconstructs	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠconstrains	
 ﾠ
reality,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠframework	
 ﾠdescribes	
 ﾠhow	
 ﾠlanguage	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠused	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdisrupt	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
fanciful,	
 ﾠrational	
 ﾠunitary	
 ﾠnature	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠitself	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠallow	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠemergence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmultiple,	
 ﾠfluid	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
(necessarily)	
 ﾠ conflictual	
 ﾠ elements	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ building	
 ﾠ different	
 ﾠ subjectivities.	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ can	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ
achieved	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclassroom.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Educational	
 ﾠpractice	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“a	
 ﾠmode	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠcontrol”	
 ﾠclaims	
 ﾠMcLaren	
 ﾠ(1994a,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ173)	
 ﾠ
which	
 ﾠelicits	
 ﾠparticular	
 ﾠforms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠparticular	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠparticipating	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
society.	
 ﾠUnder	
 ﾠcontemporary	
 ﾠcapitalism,	
 ﾠwrite	
 ﾠZavarzadeh	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠMorton	
 ﾠ(1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ10)	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠpostmodern	
 ﾠclassroom	
 ﾠproduces	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠ"think	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
control	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠactions,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠmasters	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdestinies,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsource	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠ
own	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠvalues-ﾭ‐in	
 ﾠshort,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ'sovereign	
 ﾠsubjects’”	
 ﾠHere,	
 ﾠpedagogy,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaccomplice	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠ capitalism,	
 ﾠ valorises	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ ‘autonomous’,	
 ﾠ ‘creative’	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ ‘entrepreneurial’	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 7	
 ﾠ
who	
 ﾠ produces	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ own	
 ﾠ meaning	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ individual	
 ﾠ readings	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ texts.	
 ﾠ Under	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ
regime,	
 ﾠ standardised	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ becomes	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ commodity,	
 ﾠ “to	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ memorised	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
regurgitated	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠmental	
 ﾠexcrement”	
 ﾠ(Cho	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠLewis	
 ﾠ2005,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ4).	
 ﾠYet	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“crisis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
subject”	
 ﾠ (Morton	
 ﾠ &	
 ﾠ Zavarzadeh,	
 ﾠ 1991,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 2)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ just	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ which,	
 ﾠ fomented	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ
capitalism,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“no	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠcapable	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdealing	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠpower/knowledge	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠshape	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject”	
 ﾠ(id).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Lacanian	
 ﾠtheory	
 ﾠsuggests	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠfixation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠideology	
 ﾠdefend	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠ act	
 ﾠ out	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ ‘symptoms’	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ subjectivity,	
 ﾠ preferring	
 ﾠ death	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ change.	
 ﾠ
Identifications	
 ﾠ organise	
 ﾠ psychic	
 ﾠ life	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ having	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ being.	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ
recognition	
 ﾠ“should	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠsobering	
 ﾠeffects	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠbelieve	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsimple,	
 ﾠ
clear,	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ rational	
 ﾠ explanation	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ political	
 ﾠ activity	
 ﾠ can	
 ﾠ directly	
 ﾠ lead	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ different	
 ﾠ
political	
 ﾠidentifications,”	
 ﾠstates	
 ﾠAlcorn	
 ﾠ(1995,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ339)	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠdescribes	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“a	
 ﾠ
kind	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcode	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠunderstood	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠmodified”	
 ﾠ(Alcorn,	
 ﾠ2002,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ19).	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
classroom,	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠacting	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ“effected	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmanagement	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠdomestication	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire”	
 ﾠ(Kelly,	
 ﾠ1997,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ1)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠobserve	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠmany	
 ﾠpeople	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠwilling	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsacrifice	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠsubjective	
 ﾠpotential	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfavour	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
identities	
 ﾠavailable	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdominant	
 ﾠdiscourse’s	
 ﾠdiscursive	
 ﾠsupermarket	
 ﾠ(Arendt,	
 ﾠ
1978,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ4).	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠ(2006,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ222-ﾭ‐223)	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ“subject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠloses	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
objectifications	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdiscourse”	
 ﾠdeprives	
 ﾠhimself	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠcapacity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠresponsibility	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
being	
 ﾠhuman.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ ‘loss’	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ accompanies	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ onset	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ language,	
 ﾠ paradoxically	
 ﾠ founds	
 ﾠ
subjecthood,	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠprecipitates	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ“permanent	
 ﾠsearch”	
 ﾠ(Freire,	
 ﾠ2004,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ106)	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠaid	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠrecovery.	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠstates	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ
which	
 ﾠ permits	
 ﾠ people	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ become	
 ﾠ “beings	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ themselves”	
 ﾠ (1985,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 48)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
significance	
 ﾠ(1985,	
 ﾠ2008a,	
 ﾠ2008b).	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠtoo,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhuman	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠmotivated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
a	
 ﾠcontinual	
 ﾠsearch	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbiological	
 ﾠsurvival.	
 ﾠJay	
 ﾠ(1987,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ789)	
 ﾠ
states	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ “the	
 ﾠ systematic	
 ﾠ bringing	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ thoughts	
 ﾠ (or	
 ﾠ
resistances	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ thought)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ teacher's	
 ﾠ primary	
 ﾠ task”,	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ essential	
 ﾠ focus	
 ﾠ
should	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ on	
 ﾠ “a	
 ﾠ pedagogy	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ production	
 ﾠ rather	
 ﾠ than	
 ﾠ consumption,	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ
education	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠpractice	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠperformance	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmakes	
 ﾠknowledge”	
 ﾠ(id.	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ798).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
What	
 ﾠdefines	
 ﾠhumans	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐represent	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠinterpret	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠothers	
 ﾠ
through	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsymbolic	
 ﾠmediation	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠitself	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠemotional	
 ﾠexperience	
 ﾠ(Kohut,	
 ﾠ2001:	
 ﾠ
Laplanche,	
 ﾠ1989;	
 ﾠPontalis,	
 ﾠ1981).	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtask	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠliteracy	
 ﾠteacher:	
 ﾠ
To	
 ﾠacknowledge	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠego-ﾭ‐defence	
 ﾠstrategies	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠidentificatory	
 ﾠpractices	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠassist	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠuse	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠneeds	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdesires	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠreconstitute	
 ﾠlost	
 ﾠemotional	
 ﾠties	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
ways	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠincorporate	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠ(masculine)	
 ﾠhaving	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ(feminine)	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpossible	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
interrogate	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ process	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ vital	
 ﾠ aspect	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ students’	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ teachers’	
 ﾠ
identities	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠconsidering	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠpromise	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpleasure	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠteaching/learning	
 ﾠrelationships”	
 ﾠ
(Simon,	
 ﾠ1995,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ95),	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ“dislocat[ing]	
 ﾠfixed	
 ﾠdesires”	
 ﾠ(Jay,	
 ﾠ1987,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ790).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠaim	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ eduction,	
 ﾠ then,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ offer	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ programme	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ promotes	
 ﾠ liberatory	
 ﾠ
practices	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtraditional	
 ﾠarrangements	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠremains	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
control,	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ so	
 ﾠ we	
 ﾠ argue	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ disruption	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ those	
 ﾠ conventional	
 ﾠ practices	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ
maintain	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠreproduce	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdomination	
 ﾠ(Janks,	
 ﾠ2000,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ176)	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfavour	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
those	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ“structured	
 ﾠdifferently	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpower”	
 ﾠ(Fink,	
 ﾠ
1995,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ129).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Lacan	
 ﾠ (1901-ﾭ‐1981)	
 ﾠ offers	
 ﾠ such	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ project.	
 ﾠ At	
 ﾠ first	
 ﾠ sight	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ philosopher	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
psychoanalyst	
 ﾠ appears,	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ investigation	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ psychological,	
 ﾠ i.e.	
 ﾠ individual,	
 ﾠ
aspects	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjectivity,	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠapproach	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠliberation	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠend	
 ﾠopposite	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
Freire.
3	
 ﾠ Closer	
 ﾠ examination,	
 ﾠ however,	
 ﾠ shows	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ Lacan	
 ﾠ insists	
 ﾠ upon	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ social	
 ﾠ
substratum	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcreation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠsubject
4	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠrefers	
 ﾠexplicitly	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠ
“mission	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠteaching”	
 ﾠ(Felman,	
 ﾠ1982,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ24-ﾭ‐25).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Undergirding	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠstrategy,	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠ(1770-ﾭ‐1831)	
 ﾠnotion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsublation	
 ﾠsynthesises	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
contradictions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠidentification	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠvolatile	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠsustained	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject’s	
 ﾠ
desire:	
 ﾠinclusive,	
 ﾠunmediated	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠopen	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠInvestigating	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
dialectic	
 ﾠidentifies	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠshapes	
 ﾠsubjects’	
 ﾠaspirations	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠidentities	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠdomain.	
 ﾠMost	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠunaware	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠsubjectivities	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠshaped	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder,	
 ﾠclaims	
 ﾠWolfe	
 ﾠ(2010)	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
3	
 ﾠPaulo	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠ(1921-ﾭ‐1997)	
 ﾠurges	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠessential	
 ﾠnature	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠeffort	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaggregate	
 ﾠcollectivity.	
 ﾠ
Operating	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠredress	
 ﾠinequality,	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠreveals	
 ﾠhow	
 ﾠconventional	
 ﾠliteracy	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcolonisation	
 ﾠ
“that	
 ﾠrefuses	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠascribe	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsubjectivity”	
 ﾠ(Freire,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ21).	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
recognised,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠliteracy	
 ﾠeducator	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠempowered	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdisrupt	
 ﾠconventional	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
static	
 ﾠmodes	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠreconceptualise	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠemancipatory	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠ
practices.	
 ﾠTogether	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpostmodernist	
 ﾠphilosopher,	
 ﾠAlain	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠ(1937-ﾭ‐)	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠ
theorists	
 ﾠ offer	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ strategy	
 ﾠ wherein	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ subjugating	
 ﾠ social	
 ﾠ practices	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ dominant	
 ﾠ
modes	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ conventional	
 ﾠ education	
 ﾠ collide	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ interpersonal	
 ﾠ modes	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ being	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ
sublate	
 ﾠentirely	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠresistance	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠbeing.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠliteracy	
 ﾠclassroom,	
 ﾠ
this	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠachieved	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtransference.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
THE	
 ﾠFOUR	
 ﾠDISCOURSES	
 ﾠ
Presenting	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠstrategy	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠpromotes	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠdevelopment	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠsubjective	
 ﾠawareness	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠethical	
 ﾠmanner,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠimportant	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠunderstand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
ways	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠpsychological	
 ﾠeffects	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠpeople.	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠmodel	
 ﾠ
proposes	
 ﾠfour	
 ﾠbasic	
 ﾠstructures	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007)	
 ﾠgraphically	
 ﾠrepresented	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
a	
 ﾠquadripode:	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ agent	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ other	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
truth	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ product/loss	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠquadripode	
 ﾠ(Fink,	
 ﾠ1999,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ131)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ figure	
 ﾠ models	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ structure	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ power	
 ﾠ relations	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ particular	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ
expresses	
 ﾠ positionalities,	
 ﾠ creates	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ reproduces	
 ﾠ power	
 ﾠ relations	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ assesses	
 ﾠ
“psychological	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠeffects”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ5).	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠdefines	
 ﾠ‘discourse’	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
“social	
 ﾠ link,	
 ﾠ founded	
 ﾠ on	
 ﾠ language”	
 ﾠ (Lacan,	
 ﾠ 1999,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 17).	
 ﾠ Each	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ
characterised	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ four	
 ﾠ terms	
 ﾠ arranged	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ matrix.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ top	
 ﾠ left-ﾭ‐hand	
 ﾠ corner	
 ﾠ
represents	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠagent	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠinstitution	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ‘speaks’	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠBeneath	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠbarred	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠagent	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmotivates	
 ﾠhim.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠtop	
 ﾠright	
 ﾠ
corner	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ(a	
 ﾠperson,	
 ﾠinstitution	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠstructure)	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠaddressed	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ
interrogated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠarrow	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠrepresenting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠone-ﾭ‐way	
 ﾠ
relationship.	
 ﾠBeneath	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠproduced	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠfour	
 ﾠ
discourses	
 ﾠ rotate	
 ﾠ anticlockwise	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ four	
 ﾠ positions,	
 ﾠ represented	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
mathemes:	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
S1,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier;	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
S2,	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsignifying	
 ﾠchain;	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
a,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠpetit	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠobject	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire;	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
$,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsplit	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ109-ﾭ‐110).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠmasculine	
 ﾠattitude	
 ﾠinherent	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠpresupposes	
 ﾠfullness	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
its	
 ﾠobsessive	
 ﾠdenial	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ‘castration’	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcontradiction.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠstrives	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠcreate	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcomplete	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠclosed	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠuniverse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠopposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠradically	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠapproach	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠaccepts	
 ﾠloss	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠinevitable	
 ﾠincompletion,	
 ﾠthereby	
 ﾠ
creating	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠspace	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdevelopment.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠfour	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Analyst.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠunconditional,	
 ﾠdespotic	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠlaw-ﾭ‐giving;	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠrepresents	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠobject;	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Analyst	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠethical	
 ﾠlistener	
 ﾠ(Wolfe,	
 ﾠ2010,	
 ﾠp.155)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Hysteric	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinsatiable	
 ﾠquestioner.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier	
 ﾠ$,	
 ﾠsupplies	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠsignifiers,	
 ﾠbinding	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
matrix	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsense-ﾭ‐making,	
 ﾠalthough	
 ﾠit,	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠempty	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmeaning,	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠsignified	
 ﾠitself.	
 ﾠ
Examples	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcontemporary	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠare:	
 ﾠ‘democracy’,	
 ﾠ‘entrepreneur’	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
‘money’,	
 ﾠalthough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠimportant	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
radical	
 ﾠ reinterpretation	
 ﾠ -ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ self	
 ﾠ identical,	
 ﾠ autonomous	
 ﾠ individual	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ modern	
 ﾠ
thought:	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘I”.	
 ﾠ“The	
 ﾠmyth	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠideal	
 ﾠI,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmasters,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠwhereby	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ
least	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠidentical	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠitself,	
 ﾠnamely	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspeaker	
 ﾠ…”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ63)	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
construct.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠego	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠimage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠone’s	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠconcurs	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠone’s	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠ
but	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlast	
 ﾠword	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
a.  Knowledge	
 ﾠ(S2)	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠwhole	
 ﾠchain	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠS1.	
 ﾠKnowledge,	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠ
account,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ (q.	
 ﾠ v.	
 ﾠ Fink,	
 ﾠ 1995,	
 ﾠ pp.	
 ﾠ 35-ﾭ‐58)	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ
correspondingly	
 ﾠpassive	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠregard	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠit.	
 ﾠ
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The	
 ﾠ barred	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ ($)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ who	
 ﾠ suffers	
 ﾠ lack,	
 ﾠ alienation	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ symbolic	
 ﾠ
castration.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠartificial,	
 ﾠconstrained	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠlaws	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠrules,	
 ﾠusually	
 ﾠ
not	
 ﾠknowing	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠindeed,	
 ﾠwanting	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠHegel,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ
comes	
 ﾠ into	
 ﾠ being	
 ﾠ only	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ another,	
 ﾠ who	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ turn	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ similarly	
 ﾠ
recognised.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠrecognition	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaim	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreason/cause	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
both	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠadmiration	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠseeing	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠmore	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠis.	
 ﾠ
Humans	
 ﾠdesperately	
 ﾠ“desire	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ1998,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ235).	
 ﾠDeriving	
 ﾠ
from	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeeling	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠintimate	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠexternal	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhim	
 ﾠ(for	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠcoined	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠterm	
 ﾠ‘extimité’;	
 ﾠvide	
 ﾠMiller,	
 ﾠExtimité,	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠBracher,	
 ﾠ1993,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ77).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠfeels,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠconsequence,	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠincomplete,	
 ﾠ
but	
 ﾠ also	
 ﾠ split.
5	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ scission	
 ﾠ occurs	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ onset	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ speech	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ other	
 ﾠ acts	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
socialisation.	
 ﾠ For	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ personality	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ split	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ experienced	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ terms	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
Lacanian	
 ﾠsexuation	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsymbolic	
 ﾠcastration:	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠpossesses	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠonce	
 ﾠ
had;	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠpersonality,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeeling	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠviolation:	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠonce	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠwas.	
 ﾠCastration,	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprice	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠadmission	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠ
order,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ universal,	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ sexed	
 ﾠ positions	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ two	
 ﾠ ways	
 ﾠ subjects	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ
represented	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠorder.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠpedagogy,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠimplies	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ University	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ operating	
 ﾠ from	
 ﾠ within	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ
domain	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠoften	
 ﾠsituated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Hysteric.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
b.  The	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠpetit	
 ﾠa,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘little	
 ﾠa’	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ‘autré’,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠobject	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠ
are	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠothers	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠpeople	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠobjects,	
 ﾠideas	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠencounter	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
desire.	
 ﾠ‘Desire’	
 ﾠhere	
 ﾠmeans	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsex	
 ﾠurge	
 ﾠrewritten	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠurge	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠ acquire	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ primordial	
 ﾠ wholeness	
 ﾠ subjects	
 ﾠ imagine	
 ﾠ they	
 ﾠ have	
 ﾠ lost,	
 ﾠ while	
 ﾠ
simultaneously	
 ﾠ retaining	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ self-ﾭ‐consciousness	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ impossibility.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ object	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ
presents	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠexcluded	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1993,	
 ﾠ
pp.	
 ﾠ 41,	
 ﾠ 42).	
 ﾠ Not	
 ﾠ believing	
 ﾠ they	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ nothing	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ unsatisfied	
 ﾠ desire,	
 ﾠ subjects	
 ﾠ
continually	
 ﾠ seek	
 ﾠ objets	
 ﾠ petit	
 ﾠ a:	
 ﾠ money,	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ particular	
 ﾠ glance,	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ good	
 ﾠ job,	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ
collector’s	
 ﾠitem.	
 ﾠWhatever	
 ﾠform	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠtakes,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsearch	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfulfilling	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
5	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠ‘split’	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmisnomer	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠimplies	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠsomewhere	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠunsplit	
 ﾠsubject.	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
fundamental	
 ﾠsplit	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠ(Fink,	
 ﾠ1995,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ45).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 12	
 ﾠ
never	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠrealised	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsearch	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠitself	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠFor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmasculine	
 ﾠ
subject,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsearch	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠunacknowledged	
 ﾠquest	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠEros,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠperfect	
 ﾠwoman,	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠ
will	
 ﾠ complete	
 ﾠ him	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ repair	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ castration.	
 ﾠ For	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ subject,	
 ﾠ who	
 ﾠ
unconsciously	
 ﾠ recognises	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ doomed	
 ﾠ fate	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ search,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ
Thanatos,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ wholeness	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ pre-ﾭ‐subjective	
 ﾠ union	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ mother.	
 ﾠ Neither	
 ﾠ
masculine	
 ﾠ nor	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ quest	
 ﾠ can	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ achieved,	
 ﾠ yet	
 ﾠ both	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ essential	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ
subjectivity.	
 ﾠEven	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠexcluded	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠnevertheless	
 ﾠ
“figures	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ lack	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ being	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ causes	
 ﾠ all	
 ﾠ desire,	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ underlies	
 ﾠ affect	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ well”	
 ﾠ
(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ114).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ discourses	
 ﾠ operate	
 ﾠ under	
 ﾠ different	
 ﾠ truth	
 ﾠ conditions	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ assumed	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
accepted	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ truthful	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ meaningful.	
 ﾠ All	
 ﾠ four	
 ﾠ discourses	
 ﾠ operate	
 ﾠ within	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
classroom,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠeducators	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠlearners	
 ﾠspeak	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠfour	
 ﾠdiscourses.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
I	
 ﾠargue	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠprovide	
 ﾠ
unique	
 ﾠperspectives	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠinvestigate	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcritique	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdominant	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ University,	
 ﾠ abducting	
 ﾠ logical	
 ﾠ possibilities	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ emancipatory	
 ﾠ
teaching	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ from	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ latter’s	
 ﾠ seeming	
 ﾠ authority	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ permitting	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
development	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠauthentic	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠengagement	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠlives.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Students	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠinteract	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠvarying	
 ﾠdiscourses,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠclaim	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠformer	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ
suppressed	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ discourses	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ University	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
liberated	
 ﾠwhen	
 ﾠoperating	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
No	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠspeaks	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ(Fink,	
 ﾠ1995,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ129,	
 ﾠ130).	
 ﾠIndividuals	
 ﾠ
move	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠA	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠtakes	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠroles	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠspeak	
 ﾠ
within	
 ﾠ different	
 ﾠ discourses	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ respect	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ single	
 ﾠ matter,	
 ﾠ even	
 ﾠ though	
 ﾠ each	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠconditions	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠconsequences.	
 ﾠAccordingly,	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠethical	
 ﾠideal	
 ﾠ
for	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠidentify	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠappropriate	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠadopt	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
understand	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠdemands	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠconstraints.	
 ﾠAnalysing	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠschemata,	
 ﾠthen,	
 ﾠoffers	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
understanding	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinterpellative	
 ﾠforce	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmajor	
 ﾠpedagogical	
 ﾠstyles	
 ﾠoperating	
 ﾠ
within	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠinstitutions:	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
S1	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ S2	
 ﾠ
$	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ(Samuels,	
 ﾠ2002,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ48)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ promotes	
 ﾠ consciousness,	
 ﾠ synthesis	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ self-ﾭ‐identity	
 ﾠ
(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ62,	
 ﾠ63)	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠenactment	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠautonomous	
 ﾠindividual.	
 ﾠFrom	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠviewpoint	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsexual	
 ﾠimpasse,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmasculine	
 ﾠ
power.	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠ(2007)	
 ﾠbased	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠtheory	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠ(1977,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ
111-ﾭ‐119)	
 ﾠmaster-ﾭ‐slave	
 ﾠdialectic,	
 ﾠtransposing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHegelian	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠ
Signifier,	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠinsists	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠrecognised	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠachievement	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠstatus.	
 ﾠ“The	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠobeyed	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠwe’ll	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠbetter	
 ﾠoff	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
way	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠsome	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠrationale	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠsays	
 ﾠso.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ“law	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠ
obeyed	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠlaw	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠgood	
 ﾠreasons	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠobey	
 ﾠit”	
 ﾠ(Salecl,	
 ﾠ
1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ163).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠslave,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspeaking	
 ﾠagent,	
 ﾠlocated	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠdominant	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtop	
 ﾠleft-ﾭ‐hand	
 ﾠcorner,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠS1,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier,	
 ﾠ
usually	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinstitution	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠperson	
 ﾠacting	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠrepresentative	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinstitution.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠrepresents	
 ﾠ‘truth’	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠjustification,	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠappeal	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
wisdom	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ good	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ right,	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ just	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ ‘truth’	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ
proclaims	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠeducation,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠengaged	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠirrelevant	
 ﾠsave	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠ‘works’.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠ(1977)	
 ﾠconcept:	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
master	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠdeserves	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠplay	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠ
role	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠpower	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠslave	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠobliged	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠobey.
6	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
This	
 ﾠstructure	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠ(1985)	
 ﾠsees	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdehumanising	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
banking	
 ﾠconcept	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠeducation,	
 ﾠdevoid	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrehearsal	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsterile	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“authoritarian	
 ﾠpedagogy”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ87)	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠstyle	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdelivery	
 ﾠto,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
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6	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠaddressed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠS2,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠplace	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠsettings,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher,	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ
more	
 ﾠ usually,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ institution’s	
 ﾠ rules,	
 ﾠ regulations	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ values,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master’s	
 ﾠ place.	
 ﾠ Teachers	
 ﾠ often	
 ﾠ
foreground	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠprivilege	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠvalorise	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠauthorities’	
 ﾠ‘mastery’,	
 ﾠbeliefs	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠvalues.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
relationship	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠtotally	
 ﾠwrong,	
 ﾠhowever.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠŽižek	
 ﾠsays	
 ﾠ
(2007a)	
 ﾠ “the	
 ﾠ founding	
 ﾠ gesture	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ every	
 ﾠ social	
 ﾠ link”,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ point	
 ﾠ de	
 ﾠ capiton	
 ﾠ (Lacan,	
 ﾠ
1997,	
 ﾠ pp.	
 ﾠ 258-ﾭ‐270)	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ often	
 ﾠ simply	
 ﾠ unavoidable.	
 ﾠ It	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ beginning	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ all	
 ﾠ
teaching	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠinfants	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠyoung	
 ﾠchildren	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠsurvive	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠundergo	
 ﾠsocialisation	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠvia	
 ﾠ
accepting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother’s	
 ﾠdirectives,	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠidentifying	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠcommands	
 ﾠprovides	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
developing	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠdeepest	
 ﾠfoundations	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsecurity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠengagement	
 ﾠ(q.v.	
 ﾠ
Alcorn,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ2-ﾭ‐28	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠff;	
 ﾠFreud,	
 ﾠ2005,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ13-ﾭ‐31	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠff;	
 ﾠGreenspan,	
 ﾠ1997,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ41-ﾭ‐
53,	
 ﾠ211-ﾭ‐230;	
 ﾠKohut,	
 ﾠ2001,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ37-ﾭ‐56).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠdepends	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠothers	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠsurvival	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐being,	
 ﾠneeding	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtrust	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠgive	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthem.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠeducation,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠtends	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠkind	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠerotics	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠenters	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdomain	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
sexuality	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠwriters	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠGallop	
 ﾠ(1997)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhooks	
 ﾠ(2003)	
 ﾠdubiously	
 ﾠinsist	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠ
necessarily	
 ﾠdestructive.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠadopts	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmode	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠconnecting	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother,	
 ﾠ
intent	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠpossessing,	
 ﾠknowing	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠabsorbing,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠbehaviour	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“impotent,	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠ
mutual,	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠaware	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠOne,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠleads	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
impossibility	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠestablishing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠ‘them-ﾭ‐two’”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ1999,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ
6).
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 ﾠ
Master	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠ(S1)	
 ﾠact	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtail	
 ﾠwagging	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdog.	
 ﾠCertainly,	
 ﾠidentifying	
 ﾠ
with	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ other’s	
 ﾠ wishes	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ commands	
 ﾠ provides	
 ﾠ subjects	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
validation,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprotective	
 ﾠidentification	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠaffection	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠcaregivers	
 ﾠoften	
 ﾠ
transfers	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠ(and	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠauthority	
 ﾠfigures)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠpractices	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠreinforce	
 ﾠ
identity	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ (like	
 ﾠ high	
 ﾠ grades).	
 ﾠ Nevertheless,	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ subjected	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master	
 ﾠ generally	
 ﾠ do	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ know	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ underlying	
 ﾠ message	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
knowledge	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠreceiving	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpromulgating	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠirrelevant.	
 ﾠWhat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠ
do	
 ﾠgain	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsavoir-ﾭ‐faire	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠknow	
 ﾠhow.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
At	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbottom	
 ﾠleft	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠquadripode	
 ﾠlies	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠagent’s	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ$	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsplit	
 ﾠ
subject.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠindicates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster/teacher	
 ﾠcannot	
 ﾠrecognise:	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠexpressed	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠpossess	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠpossessed	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠ
Bracher’s	
 ﾠ (1993,	
 ﾠ pp.	
 ﾠ 22-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ 40)	
 ﾠ active	
 ﾠ narcissistic	
 ﾠ desire:	
 ﾠ identification	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ exemplary	
 ﾠ figures	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ
qualities;	
 ﾠpassive	
 ﾠnarcissistic	
 ﾠdesire:	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠloves	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject;	
 ﾠactive	
 ﾠanaclitic	
 ﾠdesire:	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
possess;	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpassive	
 ﾠanaclitic	
 ﾠdesire:	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠdesired	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠstrategies	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠwell	
 ﾠgratify	
 ﾠ
participants	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠempty	
 ﾠforms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠidentity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdo	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠaccess	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
just	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠflawed	
 ﾠhuman	
 ﾠbeing,	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠbetter	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠslave/student.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠmeans	
 ﾠtoo,	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠcomplete,	
 ﾠclosed	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠuncontroversial.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
On	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdeep	
 ﾠstructural	
 ﾠlevel,	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠpoint	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠpersonality	
 ﾠ(self-ﾭ‐consciousness)	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠ
be	
 ﾠactualised	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠmutual	
 ﾠrecognition	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠbecomes	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsubject,	
 ﾠachieves	
 ﾠ
autonomy,	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠrecognised	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ(Hegel,	
 ﾠ1977,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ111).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
master-ﾭ‐slave	
 ﾠdialectic	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfailed	
 ﾠattempt	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠachieve	
 ﾠsubjectivity,	
 ﾠ(Hegel,	
 ﾠ1977,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ
113-ﾭ‐119)	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlife-ﾭ‐and-ﾭ‐death	
 ﾠstruggle	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠobtain	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother’s	
 ﾠrecognition,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
other	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠseen	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠimpediment	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠgoal.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠSeminar	
 ﾠXVII,	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠidentifies	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreverse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst.	
 ﾠAlso,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠl’envers,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘other	
 ﾠ
side’	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcreative	
 ﾠthought.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠdynamic	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
example	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ paradox	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ underlies	
 ﾠ every	
 ﾠ aspect	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Lacan's	
 ﾠ theory:	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ sexual	
 ﾠ
impasse.	
 ﾠFrom	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠpsychoanalytic	
 ﾠviewpoint,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠ
radically	
 ﾠmasculine,	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠobsession	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠdominating	
 ﾠfeature,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
Hysteric's	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠradically	
 ﾠfeminine.	
 ﾠMasculine	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠfails	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhear	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
must	
 ﾠ positively	
 ﾠ decline	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ acknowledge	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ
personality	
 ﾠdefines	
 ﾠhimself	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠrepression	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfeminine.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
To	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠenough	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrebel	
 ﾠagainst	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ simply	
 ﾠ replaces	
 ﾠ one	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ another.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ
receiver	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ reproduces	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ function	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ (S2)	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
produces	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠa,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsurplus	
 ﾠsuppressed	
 ﾠexcess	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpleasure	
 ﾠ(institutional	
 ﾠknowledge).	
 ﾠ
Students	
 ﾠcannot	
 ﾠrealise	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠreproduce	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
identifications	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masters.	
 ﾠ Love	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ possessive	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ identificatory	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ never	
 ﾠ
transgressive	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠempowering.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdignity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠdenied.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 16	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
S2	
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 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
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The	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ(Grigg,	
 ﾠ2001,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ62)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Shifting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠquarter	
 ﾠturn	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠleft	
 ﾠmaps	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠHere,	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ(S2)	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdominant	
 ﾠposition.	
 ﾠLike	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Master’s	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠperverted	
 ﾠform,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠauthentic	
 ﾠ
but	
 ﾠ bureaucratic	
 ﾠ knowledge.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ University	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ expression	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
Master’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠprovides	
 ﾠcontent	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠlacks	
 ﾠit.	
 ﾠNevertheless,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
truth	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpower.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠagent/teacher	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠaddresses	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠa,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠlatter	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“our	
 ﾠ
first	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠdiscourse,”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ115).	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠobject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠinterrogated	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
order	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠexplain	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtherefore	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠjustify	
 ﾠit.	
 ﾠWhat	
 ﾠdrops	
 ﾠout	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbarred	
 ﾠsubject;	
 ﾠ
students	
 ﾠpositioned	
 ﾠhere	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠobliged	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠconstruct	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠbiddable	
 ﾠsubjects,	
 ﾠ
as	
 ﾠ“(alienated)	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠ($)	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠsystem”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1993,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ55)	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
teacher	
 ﾠ “seek[s]	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ maintain	
 ﾠ his	
 ﾠ identity	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ enforcing	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ system	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ
constitutes	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcrucial	
 ﾠdimension	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠprotective	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠself”
8	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ
90).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ‘product’	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbottom	
 ﾠright	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠalienated	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠdivided	
 ﾠstudent	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ172-ﾭ‐175).	
 ﾠBy	
 ﾠparticipating	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠ‘rational’	
 ﾠ
discourse,	
 ﾠ(Berlin’s	
 ﾠ“cognitive	
 ﾠrhetoric”	
 ﾠ(1988,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ480))	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠalike	
 ﾠ
are	
 ﾠcaught	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠacquisition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtrivial	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠskills	
 ﾠthat,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠempowering	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
offering	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ identity	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ classroom,	
 ﾠ produce	
 ﾠ little	
 ﾠ agency	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ
significance	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠlife	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinstitution	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ90).	
 ﾠFurthermore,	
 ﾠ“as	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
discursive	
 ﾠ practice,	
 ﾠ rationalism’s	
 ﾠ regulated	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ systematic	
 ﾠ use	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ elements	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
language	
 ﾠconstitutes	
 ﾠrational	
 ﾠcompetence	
 ﾠ“as	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠseries	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠexclusions”	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠwomen,	
 ﾠ
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8	
 ﾠ“The	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠprocess,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpupils	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠmere	
 ﾠobjects”	
 ﾠ(P.	
 ﾠFreire	
 ﾠ(1985).	
 ﾠ
Pedagogy	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOppressed.	
 ﾠLondon:	
 ﾠPenguin.	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ47).	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
people	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcolour,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠnature	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠhistorical	
 ﾠagent,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtrue	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠart”	
 ﾠ(Ellsworth,	
 ﾠ
1989,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ304).	
 ﾠThat	
 ﾠacademics	
 ﾠspeak	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠexpertise	
 ﾠ(S2)	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠaxiomatic;	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ exploited	
 ﾠ (Lacan,	
 ﾠ 2007,	
 ﾠ pp.	
 ﾠ 147-ﾭ‐148)	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ can	
 ﾠ only	
 ﾠ “weave	
 ﾠ
[themselves]	
 ﾠ into	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ (id,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 204)	
 ﾠ reproducing	
 ﾠ “something	
 ﾠ cultural”	
 ﾠ (id,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 190)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ
alarmingly	
 ﾠubiquitous.	
 ﾠMaking	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠproduct	
 ﾠ(desire)	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠstudy	
 ﾠ
further	
 ﾠalienates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠTeachers	
 ﾠidentify	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠaddress	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠgoals	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠspecific	
 ﾠdisciplines,	
 ﾠpractising	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ‘scientific’	
 ﾠmethodology	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠinterpreting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
rules	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠmanner	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdivide	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠmust	
 ﾠrepress	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠ
being	
 ﾠobliged	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsubmit	
 ﾠhimself	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsociety’s	
 ﾠ‘objective’	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Students	
 ﾠparrot	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠreceive	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ‘submit’	
 ﾠwork	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠgrading	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠseeking	
 ﾠ
out	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠYet	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ
nor	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠidentity,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠsplits	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠ
desires.	
 ﾠ Teachers	
 ﾠ perpetuate	
 ﾠ ‘knowledge’	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ affords	
 ﾠ
identity-ﾭ‐validation	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠ(and	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠstudents)	
 ﾠyet	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠdenies	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠopportunity	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
explore	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠtogether	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠpartners.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Like	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠcannot	
 ﾠmove	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠclaims	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
authority.	
 ﾠAttempting	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠcounter	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscursive	
 ﾠcontrol	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠrebelling	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠeffectual,	
 ﾠ
Lacan	
 ﾠsays,	
 ﾠrevolution	
 ﾠsimply	
 ﾠreproducing	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpropagating	
 ﾠ
a	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠset	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifiers.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Withstanding	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpower	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠdifficult,	
 ﾠliving	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠage	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠ
scientific	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ highly	
 ﾠ prized.	
 ﾠ There	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ always	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ danger	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ conscious	
 ﾠ
knowledge,	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠunderlying	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifiers,	
 ﾠbecomes	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdominating	
 ﾠedifice	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠ(and	
 ﾠteachers)	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠunwitting	
 ﾠservants.	
 ﾠOne	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠBracher	
 ﾠ(1993)	
 ﾠ
suggests	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsubvert	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtyranny	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠexpose	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdeconstruct	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
master	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ constituting	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ truth,	
 ﾠ critiquing	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ ideological	
 ﾠ assumptions	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
valorisations.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠerotic	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠpromoted	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
adds	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtechnicised	
 ﾠfocus	
 ﾠdivorced	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠaffect	
 ﾠwhatsoever,	
 ﾠinstitutes	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
as	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠevidence	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠrubric-ﾭ‐based	
 ﾠenterprise	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠdismisses	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠentirely	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ
1998).
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 ﾠTo	
 ﾠsuggest	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠgrounds	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠmade	
 ﾠrationally	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
rationality	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠsomehow	
 ﾠwin	
 ﾠout,	
 ﾠprovided	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpersuasive	
 ﾠenough,	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠcreates	
 ﾠsufficient	
 ﾠscaffolding,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlearner	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠable	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠuse	
 ﾠ
what	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠprovided”	
 ﾠ(Pitt	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠBritzman,	
 ﾠ2003,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ761)	
 ﾠis,	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠbelieve,	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdeny	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠessential	
 ﾠ
nature	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠinteraction.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
a	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ$	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
S2	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠS1	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ(Fink,	
 ﾠ1999,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ37)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Again,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠformed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠturning	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprevious	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠquarter-ﾭ‐turn	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ left.	
 ﾠ As	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ psychoanalyst,	
 ﾠ Lacan	
 ﾠ unsurprisingly	
 ﾠ gives	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Analyst's	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ
special	
 ﾠeminence,	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠinsists	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ"but	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠamong	
 ﾠ
many,	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ final,	
 ﾠ ultimate	
 ﾠ discourse"	
 ﾠ (Fink,	
 ﾠ 1995,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 129).	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ discourse,	
 ﾠ
privileged	
 ﾠover	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠothers	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠBracher	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠCho,	
 ﾠ“completes	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠthree”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ
2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ54)	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠtemporarily	
 ﾠhalts	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrotation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠ
emphasises	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ jouissance.
10	
 ﾠ Accordingly,	
 ﾠ Lacan	
 ﾠ discusses	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ last.	
 ﾠ In	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ
discussion,	
 ﾠ however,	
 ﾠ I	
 ﾠ return	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Analytic	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ original	
 ﾠ third	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ
because	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdifferences	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis.	
 ﾠImportantly,	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠsites	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠenacted.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠpsychoanalyst	
 ﾠhelps	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalysand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcure	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠassisting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlatter	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsymbolise	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
9	
 ﾠStandardised	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠattainment	
 ﾠprocedures	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠignore	
 ﾠ(i.e.	
 ﾠrepress)	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠaffective	
 ﾠdimension	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
favour	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ‘pastoral’	
 ﾠcare	
 ﾠparadoxically	
 ﾠoblige	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠinvest	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠcaring	
 ﾠrelationships	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
achieve	
 ﾠeducational	
 ﾠsuccess	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠstudents.	
 ﾠAn	
 ﾠideal	
 ﾠstandards-ﾭ‐based	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠperfect	
 ﾠstudent-ﾭ‐
teacher	
 ﾠ relationships,	
 ﾠ posits	
 ﾠ love	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ supplementary	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ requirements.	
 ﾠ Where	
 ﾠ love	
 ﾠ does	
 ﾠ appear,	
 ﾠ then,	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ
signifies	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠlack	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠrelationship.	
 ﾠErgo,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlack	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠlack	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠknowledge;	
 ﾠi.e.	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠdefined	
 ﾠ
as	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfailed	
 ﾠrelation.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
10	
 ﾠ‘Jouissance’	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠdifficult	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdefine,	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠusually	
 ﾠleft	
 ﾠuntranslated.	
 ﾠMinimally,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠmeans	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠpainful	
 ﾠpleasure,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
sexualised	
 ﾠenjoyment,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“almost	
 ﾠintolerable	
 ﾠlevel	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠexcitation”	
 ﾠ(C.	
 ﾠLevy-ﾭ‐Stokes	
 ﾠ(2001).	
 ﾠ
Jouissance.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠA	
 ﾠCompendium	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠLacanian	
 ﾠTerms.	
 ﾠ(Eds.	
 ﾠH.	
 ﾠGlowinski,	
 ﾠZ.	
 ﾠMarks	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠS.	
 ﾠMurphy).	
 ﾠLondon:	
 ﾠFree	
 ﾠ
Association	
 ﾠ Books,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 101).	
 ﾠ Jouissance	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ destructive	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Imaginary	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ therefore	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ ego	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ
defences.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
her	
 ﾠ trauma	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ thereby	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ cope	
 ﾠ more	
 ﾠ effectively	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ her	
 ﾠ problem(s).	
 ﾠ
Within	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠlearning,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsimilar	
 ﾠfashion,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠattempts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsymbolise	
 ﾠaffect	
 ﾠ
through	
 ﾠfeelings	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐knowledge	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbeginning	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠproject:	
 ﾠfeelings,	
 ﾠfantasies	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠanxieties,	
 ﾠdefences	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdesires	
 ﾠ
are	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠflora	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠfauna	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠlearning”	
 ﾠ(Britzman,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ82)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
plethora	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmetaphoric	
 ﾠcondensations	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtools	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠ
transforms	
 ﾠfeelings,	
 ﾠattitudes	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠideas	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠ“a	
 ﾠradical	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠuncertainty	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
promise”	
 ﾠ(Britzman,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ43).	
 ﾠWhen	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠhappens,	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠTwo,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
One,	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠwork	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsituation”	
 ﾠ(Badiou,	
 ﾠ2004,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ203)	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Teaching,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠthird	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠimpossible	
 ﾠprofessions”
11	
 ﾠ(Freud,	
 ﾠ2002,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ203)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
many	
 ﾠ ways	
 ﾠ corresponding	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Analyst’s	
 ﾠ discourse,	
 ﾠ shows	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ analyst/teacher	
 ﾠ
located	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ top	
 ﾠ left-ﾭ‐hand	
 ﾠ corner	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ objet	
 ﾠ petit	
 ﾠ a,	
 ﾠ making	
 ﾠ herself	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
subject	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalysand’s	
 ﾠ[or	
 ﾠstudent’s]	
 ﾠ
desire”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ38).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
“The	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Analyst	
 ﾠ promotes	
 ﾠ psychological	
 ﾠ change	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ placing	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
dominant	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsender’s	
 ﾠmessage	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠbelonging	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreceiver	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
message	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠprecisely	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠexcluded	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠsymbolisation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsuppressed	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1993,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ68).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinverse	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠchallenges	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠauthoritarian	
 ﾠ
denial	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcastration	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠaddresses	
 ﾠsplit	
 ﾠsubjects,	
 ﾠassisting	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ(temporarily)	
 ﾠ
escape	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconfinement	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder.
12	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠadds	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcautionary	
 ﾠnote:	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst	
 ﾠ“doesn’t	
 ﾠresolve	
 ﾠanything”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ54).	
 ﾠRather	
 ﾠ
than	
 ﾠattempting	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ“irreducible	
 ﾠrepresentative	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious”	
 ﾠ(Cho,	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠThe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠgovernment	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠuncommon	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfind	
 ﾠadult	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠ
been	
 ﾠsubjected	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠthree	
 ﾠprofessions	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠforms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠjustice	
 ﾠsystem,	
 ﾠschooling	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcounselling.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
subjugating	
 ﾠ‘lessons’	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠ‘learn’	
 ﾠstem	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourses.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
12	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠBracher	
 ﾠidentifies	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“critical	
 ﾠpedagogy”	
 ﾠwhich,	
 ﾠlike:	
 ﾠ
resistance	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠaims	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠliberation	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoppressive	
 ﾠforces	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠstructures	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠconstitute	
 ﾠ
racism,	
 ﾠclassism,	
 ﾠcolonialism,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsexism.	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠaddition	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠliberating	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠ(and	
 ﾠothers),	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠ
aims	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhelp	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠdevelop	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠfull	
 ﾠpotentials,	
 ﾠbecome	
 ﾠempowered	
 ﾠ(M.	
 ﾠBracher	
 ﾠ(2002).	
 ﾠIdentity	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠDesire	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠClassroom.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠ Pedagogical	
 ﾠDesire.	
 ﾠAuthority,	
 ﾠSeduction,	
 ﾠTransference,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Question	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠEthics.	
 ﾠ(Ed.	
 ﾠj.	
 ﾠjagodzinski).	
 ﾠUSA,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ110).	
 ﾠ
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2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ52)	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ“structures	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠcauses	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
be	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious”	
 ﾠ(id).	
 ﾠTeachers,	
 ﾠspeaking	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
negativity,	
 ﾠopposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠnotions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmastery,	
 ﾠinterrogating	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠlecturing,	
 ﾠ
listening	
 ﾠ more	
 ﾠ than	
 ﾠ speaking,	
 ﾠ here	
 ﾠ assist	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ encouraging	
 ﾠ them	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ
actualise	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ autonomy	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ discovering	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ writing	
 ﾠ their	
 ﾠ own	
 ﾠ (contingent)	
 ﾠ
ethical	
 ﾠrules.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠ doing	
 ﾠ this,	
 ﾠ they	
 ﾠ help	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ move	
 ﾠ from	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ
submission	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ authority	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ obligatory,	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ (the	
 ﾠ Hysteric’s	
 ﾠ
discourse)	
 ﾠwherein	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠpartially	
 ﾠescape	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠbounds,	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠtaking	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠpetit	
 ﾠa,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠasking,	
 ﾠ‘What	
 ﾠdo	
 ﾠyou	
 ﾠwant?’	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
McLaren	
 ﾠobserves	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠproject	
 ﾠprovides	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠ“opportunities	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdevise	
 ﾠ
different	
 ﾠassemblages	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠself	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠdismantling	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠinterrogating	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠkinds	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
discursive	
 ﾠsegmentarity	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠinform	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠsubjectivities,	
 ﾠsubverting	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠstratified	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠhierarchised	
 ﾠforms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcode	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠwill,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdeveloping	
 ﾠnomadic	
 ﾠ
forms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcollective	
 ﾠagency	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠopen	
 ﾠup	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠassemblages	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠmodes	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing-ﾭ‐in-ﾭ‐the-ﾭ‐world”	
 ﾠ(1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ214).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Similarly,	
 ﾠJanmohamed	
 ﾠclaims	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠabstraction	
 ﾠrequired	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠauthentic	
 ﾠreflection	
 ﾠ
opens	
 ﾠup	
 ﾠ“a	
 ﾠspace	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbegin	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠarticulate	
 ﾠitself,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
process	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠreflection	
 ﾠcreates	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdegree	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠautonomy	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠextent	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ decision	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ begin	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ reflective	
 ﾠ process	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ positively	
 ﾠ determined	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
existing	
 ﾠ dominant	
 ﾠ social	
 ﾠ structure”	
 ﾠ (Janmohamed,	
 ﾠ 1994,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 245).	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ “incipient	
 ﾠ
constitution	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠidentity”	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠwrites,	
 ﾠ“is	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠact	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpower”	
 ﾠ(id).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠauthority	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠpower,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ Master’s	
 ﾠ discourse,	
 ﾠ nor	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ she	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ place	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ expertise,	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ University	
 ﾠ
discourse.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠHere,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher,	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalyst,	
 ﾠaddresses	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpetit	
 ﾠobjet	
 ﾠa,	
 ﾠstanding	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠlacking	
 ﾠ–students’	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠalienated	
 ﾠdesires.	
 ﾠ
Like	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalyst,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠassists	
 ﾠmainly	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠlistening	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhelping	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠspeak	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠunderstand	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠcontrol	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠresist	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠformations.	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠresist	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠauthoritarian	
 ﾠmonologue	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠ
through	
 ﾠproducing	
 ﾠ‘traumatic’	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpetit	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtruth,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠambiguous.	
 ﾠHere	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠcollide,	
 ﾠcausing	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
collapse	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠprevious	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠweight	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠinvokes	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“event,	
 ﾠ
which	
 ﾠcompels	
 ﾠus	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdecide	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing”	
 ﾠ(Badiou,	
 ﾠ2001,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ41).	
 ﾠSo,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ teacher’s	
 ﾠ knowledge,	
 ﾠ “sustained	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ analyst’s	
 ﾠ implicit	
 ﾠ knowledge,	
 ﾠ S2”	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ
Bracher	
 ﾠ asserts	
 ﾠ (Bracher,	
 ﾠ 1994,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 124)	
 ﾠ nor	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ Žižek	
 ﾠ claims,	
 ﾠ “of	
 ﾠ course,	
 ﾠ
refers,	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster”	
 ﾠ(Žižek,	
 ﾠ1998,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ80)	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠrather,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠ(2001,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ43)	
 ﾠdescribes	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ“punch[ing]	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ‘hole’”	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠ
Badiou	
 ﾠmaintains	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠcontingent	
 ﾠoccurs	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠencounter	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠ
knowledge	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠforces	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠreworking.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
On	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠaccount,	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠperformative	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ“event”	
 ﾠobliges	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ“to	
 ﾠ
invent	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠacting	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsituation	
 ﾠ...	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfidelity	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ[the]	
 ﾠevent”	
 ﾠ(id,	
 ﾠ
p.	
 ﾠ42).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠprocess,	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠcalls	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtruth:	
 ﾠ“…	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreal	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfidelity	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ
event:	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠfidelity	
 ﾠproduces	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsituation”	
 ﾠ(id.).	
 ﾠTruth	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠ
new,	
 ﾠ“it	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsole	
 ﾠknown	
 ﾠsource	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠWe	
 ﾠshall	
 ﾠsay	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠ
forces	
 ﾠknowledges”	
 ﾠ(id,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ70).
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 ﾠThis	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠconscious	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ
(Lacan’s	
 ﾠconnaissance)	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsavoir	
 ﾠfaire,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
savoir	
 ﾠ(Evans,	
 ﾠ1996,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ94).	
 ﾠAnd	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠcreates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject:	
 ﾠ
“The	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠ…	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠpre-ﾭ‐exists	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprocess.	
 ﾠHe	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠabsolutely	
 ﾠnonexistent	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
situation	
 ﾠ ‘before’	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ event.	
 ﾠ We	
 ﾠ might	
 ﾠ say	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ process	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ truth	
 ﾠ induces	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ
subject”	
 ﾠ(Badiou,	
 ﾠ2001,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ43).	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠ“deposes	
 ﾠconstituted	
 ﾠknowledges”	
 ﾠ(id,	
 ﾠ
p.	
 ﾠ50)	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠBadiou	
 ﾠterms	
 ﾠ‘opinions”,	
 ﾠ“representations	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠtruth”	
 ﾠ(id).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Pedagogy,	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠaccount,	
 ﾠaccepts	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠmind’s	
 ﾠmovements,	
 ﾠreveries,	
 ﾠtrespasses,	
 ﾠ
transgressions”	
 ﾠ(Britzman,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ6)	
 ﾠasking	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠremember	
 ﾠ
“their	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠantinomies,	
 ﾠawkwardnesses,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhesitations	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠlearning”	
 ﾠ(Britzman,	
 ﾠ1998,	
 ﾠ
p.	
 ﾠ26).	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠaims	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠmanipulating	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠproduced	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠBadiou’s	
 ﾠclaim	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠchanges	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlovers	
 ﾠacquire	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠvision,	
 ﾠ
not	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠother’s	
 ﾠaffection,	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠessences	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠsexuality	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠlovers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠ
made	
 ﾠone,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠlive	
 ﾠout	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconsequences	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠtwo,	
 ﾠseeking	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠeach	
 ﾠother.	
 ﾠ
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the	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ rather	
 ﾠ than	
 ﾠ imposed	
 ﾠ on	
 ﾠ him	
 ﾠ from	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ other,	
 ﾠ eliciting	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ response	
 ﾠ
because	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠrelinquishes	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠclaim	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠmastery	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“more	
 ﾠopen,	
 ﾠfluid,	
 ﾠprocessual”	
 ﾠ
(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ124).	
 ﾠ"This	
 ﾠpedagogical	
 ﾠapproach,"	
 ﾠsays	
 ﾠShoshana	
 ﾠFelman,	
 ﾠ"which	
 ﾠ
makes	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠclaim	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtotal	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠis,	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcourse,	
 ﾠquite	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠusual	
 ﾠ
pedagogical	
 ﾠpose	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmastery,	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠimage	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐sufficient,	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐
possessed	
 ﾠproprietor	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠtraditionally	
 ﾠfeatured	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
authoritative	
 ﾠfigure	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher"	
 ﾠ(Felman,	
 ﾠ1982,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ34-ﾭ‐35).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Truths	
 ﾠ“themselves	
 ﾠcomplete	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcircle	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠresulting	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge….	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
dialectic	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ complete	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ truths	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ eventually	
 ﾠ codified	
 ﾠ into	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
previous	
 ﾠsituation	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠlifted	
 ﾠonto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠhigher	
 ﾠplane	
 ﾠthus	
 ﾠconstituting	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠsituation.	
 ﾠ
Then	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠpresumably	
 ﾠstarts	
 ﾠall	
 ﾠover	
 ﾠagain	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠevents	
 ﾠdisrupting	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
findings	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠprevious	
 ﾠtruth-ﾭ‐processes	
 ﾠ…”	
 ﾠ(Cho,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ118).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Teachers	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠtry	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠcustomary	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
thinking	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ only	
 ﾠ listening	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ also	
 ﾠ discussing	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ negotiating.	
 ﾠ Dialogue	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ
students	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠachieved	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠavoiding	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠego’s	
 ﾠcensorious	
 ﾠbarriers	
 ﾠ(often	
 ﾠcharacterised	
 ﾠ
by	
 ﾠnarcissistic	
 ﾠprojections	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠhate	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠ
usually	
 ﾠbegins	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠundermining	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠhold	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠideal	
 ﾠego	
 ﾠ(in	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ student	
 ﾠ sees	
 ﾠ herself	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ worthy	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ love)	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ interrogating	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ
signifiers	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠdebilitating	
 ﾠeffects	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent.	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ teacher	
 ﾠ declines	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ validate	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ validate	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ student’s	
 ﾠ
sense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcompleteness,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠrather,	
 ﾠrefracts	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠdemand	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠreveal	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
illuminate	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ has	
 ﾠ been	
 ﾠ denied.	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ Badiouian/Lacanian/Hegelian	
 ﾠ strategy	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
pursuing	
 ﾠ truth	
 ﾠ radically	
 ﾠ transforms	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ circumstances	
 ﾠ according	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ event.	
 ﾠ
Accordingly,	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Analyst	
 ﾠ mode	
 ﾠ encourages	
 ﾠ existing	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ
rethought	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠperspective	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠevent,	
 ﾠprompting	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠ
teacher	
 ﾠpresents	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠinvite	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrethink	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠ
this	
 ﾠ happens,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ student’s	
 ﾠ own	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ set	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ motion	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ teacher’s	
 ﾠ
expectation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠachievement.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Teachers	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠengage	
 ﾠinitially	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalytical	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠbefore	
 ﾠmoving	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠanother	
 ﾠ	
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discourse	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠremaining	
 ﾠ‘possible	
 ﾠprofession’	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠsucceeds	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠactualising	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject's	
 ﾠfreedom	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠlearning.	
 ﾠ
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The	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1994,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ123)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ final	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ formed	
 ﾠ once	
 ﾠ more	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ rotating	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ previous	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ
quarter-ﾭ‐turn.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠleads	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠoften	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ analytical	
 ﾠ process	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ analysand	
 ﾠ ($)	
 ﾠ becomes	
 ﾠ hystericised.	
 ﾠ Here,	
 ﾠ
analysands/students	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠmotivated	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity’s	
 ﾠcollective	
 ﾠgoals	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
truth	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠproduct	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠemanates	
 ﾠ(S2)	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠknowledge,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠ
until	
 ﾠnow	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠrepressed.	
 ﾠOnly	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠdo	
 ﾠhysterics	
 ﾠoccupy	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠagent’s	
 ﾠ
position	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠinterrogate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier	
 ﾠ(S1)	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠvoice,	
 ﾠexposing	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Master’s	
 ﾠ incomplete	
 ﾠ knowledge.	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ true	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ
because	
 ﾠhere	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠchallenge	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstatus	
 ﾠquo	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠascertain	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠbelong.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Why	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ feminine?	
 ﾠ Why	
 ﾠ do	
 ﾠ I	
 ﾠ privilege	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ space	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ
transformation?	
 ﾠOn	
 ﾠmy	
 ﾠreading,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfirst	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠvalorise	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmasculine	
 ﾠstasis	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠpretence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpossession,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠeven	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠAnalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠplaces	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
dominant	
 ﾠ position.	
 ﾠ I	
 ﾠ suggest	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ fullest	
 ﾠ development	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ authentic	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ
(leading	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ construction	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ (contingent)	
 ﾠ identities)	
 ﾠ operates	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Hysteric’s	
 ﾠ
discourse
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 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ function	
 ﾠ structurally	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ feminine.	
 ﾠ I	
 ﾠ believe	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
impossible	
 ﾠ moment	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Hegelian	
 ﾠ sublation	
 ﾠ occurs	
 ﾠ here:	
 ﾠ dissolving,	
 ﾠ denying	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠIn	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠtransformations	
 ﾠ‘unfix’	
 ﾠperceptual	
 ﾠdeterminations	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠaltering	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdirection,	
 ﾠ
content	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ form	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Imaginary	
 ﾠ positionings.	
 ﾠ Streams	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ questioning	
 ﾠ between	
 ﾠ interlocutors	
 ﾠ continually	
 ﾠ
generate,	
 ﾠcollapse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠrebuild	
 ﾠidentifications	
 ﾠvia	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠactivity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlinguistic	
 ﾠoblation.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠproduces	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠ
stability	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠtime	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠdefers	
 ﾠimmediate	
 ﾠgratification	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠSubjects	
 ﾠrenounce	
 ﾠviolence	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠgain	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠform	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠlater	
 ﾠtime.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠserves	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠestablish	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠeconomy	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠobjects	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnever-ﾭ‐ending	
 ﾠsubstitution	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsignifiers,	
 ﾠforever	
 ﾠpromising,	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠcompletely	
 ﾠdelivering	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ
2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ698	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠff).	
 ﾠInternal	
 ﾠcontradictions	
 ﾠwill	
 ﾠeventually	
 ﾠcause	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdissolve	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
regeneration,	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠwhen	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠestablished	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠunderstanding,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHegelian	
 ﾠsublative	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠ
cycles	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠonce	
 ﾠmore.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
including	
 ﾠdifference	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠindefinable	
 ﾠbreak	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠpermeates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Imaginary	
 ﾠ(Lacan’s	
 ﾠ(2006)	
 ﾠR	
 ﾠSchema)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠLaw	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠevacuated	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
produce	
 ﾠgenuine	
 ﾠknowledge.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠ denied	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Other,	
 ﾠ like	
 ﾠ women	
 ﾠ (like	
 ﾠ men)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ lacking.	
 ﾠ That	
 ﾠ
feminine	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠactive	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠpassive.	
 ﾠThat	
 ﾠnothing	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠgiven,	
 ﾠnecessary	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠ
permanent.	
 ﾠThat	
 ﾠtrue	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠfeminine.	
 ﾠThat	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
their	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠfree	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠchoose	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠidentity	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtelling	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠ
own	
 ﾠ wants	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ traumas	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ speech	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ writing.	
 ﾠ It’s	
 ﾠ risky,	
 ﾠ it’s	
 ﾠ dangerous	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ it’s	
 ﾠ
liberating.	
 ﾠWe	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhollow	
 ﾠout	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠegos.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
That	
 ﾠ moment	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ change	
 ﾠ occurs	
 ﾠ precisely	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
determinability,	
 ﾠ measurability	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ ‘completeness’	
 ﾠ coincides	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ feminine	
 ﾠ
position	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ ‘not-ﾭ‐all’	
 ﾠ (Žižek,	
 ﾠ 1993,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 56;	
 ﾠ 2002,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 44).	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ incommensurable	
 ﾠ
feminine,	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠ‘not-ﾭ‐all’	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠalways-ﾭ‐already	
 ﾠ
incompleteness	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠtime	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠlocus	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsublation	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠcontains	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ capacity	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ liberation.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Hysteric,	
 ﾠ at	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ moment	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
sublation,	
 ﾠ negates	
 ﾠ differences,	
 ﾠ yet	
 ﾠ preserves	
 ﾠ them	
 ﾠ so	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ subject/object,	
 ﾠ
male/female,	
 ﾠ Imaginary/Symbolic,	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ positional/dispositional	
 ﾠ dichotomies	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ
(re)fused.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠsublation,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfine,	
 ﾠdescribes	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcollapses	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠregime	
 ﾠ
of	
 ﾠcertainty,	
 ﾠplaying	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcausal	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠcontradiction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexisting	
 ﾠsystem	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ
production	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ new	
 ﾠ knowledge.	
 ﾠ It	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ radical	
 ﾠ restructuring	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ relationship	
 ﾠ
between	
 ﾠ teacher	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ student	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ occurs	
 ﾠ “an	
 ﾠ immanent	
 ﾠ construction	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ
indeterminate	
 ﾠ disjunction”	
 ﾠ (Badiou,	
 ﾠ 2003,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 55).	
 ﾠ It	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ not	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ “transference	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
knowledge	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlearner”	
 ﾠ(Freire	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠCho,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.146)	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠ
sexualised	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrescue	
 ﾠfantasies	
 ﾠ(Britzman	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠPitt,	
 ﾠ1996,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ118)	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
those	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠderive	
 ﾠnarcissistic	
 ﾠgratification	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠmothering	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠcharges.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠLacanian	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠBadiouian	
 ﾠ“them-ﾭ‐two”	
 ﾠwho,	
 ﾠhand-ﾭ‐in-ﾭ‐hand,	
 ﾠface	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠworld	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠinquiry.	
 ﾠ	
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Authority	
 ﾠ (S1)	
 ﾠ seeks	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ validate	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ rationalise	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Master’s	
 ﾠ power.	
 ﾠ Both	
 ﾠ these	
 ﾠ
discourses	
 ﾠobscure	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠsignifier	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstatus	
 ﾠquo.	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠ
within	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric’s	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcolonised,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubjected,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
feminine,	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠspeaks.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠactually	
 ﾠspeaks	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠethical	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠbecause,	
 ﾠ
as	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠinterrogates	
 ﾠsubjection	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠasking,	
 ﾠ‘What	
 ﾠdo	
 ﾠyou,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠwant	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠme?’	
 ﾠ
(Dolar,	
 ﾠ1998)	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠchallenges	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsaying,	
 ﾠ‘You	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠlacking!’	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠcritique	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠother’s	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠfeminine	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠquestions	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠreversal	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Master’s	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠ“unmask[ing]	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster’s	
 ﾠfunction”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ94)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
rebelling	
 ﾠagainst	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠconstraints	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠUniversity’s	
 ﾠsubjugation.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
It	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠI	
 ﾠsuggest,	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠfully	
 ﾠallows	
 ﾠsubjective	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠemerge,	
 ﾠ
situated	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlimen	
 ﾠline	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠImaginary	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠencourages	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠBadiouian	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠglories	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠinterconnection	
 ﾠ
between	
 ﾠlearner	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠteacher.	
 ﾠA	
 ﾠcaveat:	
 ﾠalthough	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠundermines	
 ﾠthese	
 ﾠpositions,	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠ Hysteric/student	
 ﾠ never	
 ﾠ fully	
 ﾠ nullifies	
 ﾠ them,	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ any	
 ﾠ case	
 ﾠ impossible:	
 ﾠ
Complete	
 ﾠ mastery,	
 ﾠ total	
 ﾠ identification,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ always	
 ﾠ unsuccessful	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ they	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ
efforts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrecover	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠImaginary	
 ﾠfullness	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠBeing.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
What	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ significant	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ learning	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ
positioned	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠthings.	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠquery,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsubsequently	
 ﾠlearn,	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠ
demands	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthem:	
 ﾠhow	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠfit	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠsociety’s	
 ﾠrules	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠregulations.	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠ
access	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ(S2).	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠrecognise	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠhuman	
 ﾠ
construction,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtherefore	
 ﾠflawed	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠchoose	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠthemselves.	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠ
learn	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ subjectivity	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ never	
 ﾠ whole	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ never	
 ﾠ completely	
 ﾠ subjected	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
Symbolic.	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠdo	
 ﾠlearn	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠcreated	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠintersubjective	
 ﾠ
relationships,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠdesiring	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfailed	
 ﾠsubjectivity,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠrather,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
willing	
 ﾠacceptance	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠchange	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠwell	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdemand	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠrecognition	
 ﾠ(Zizek,	
 ﾠ2007b,	
 ﾠpp.	
 ﾠ
161-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ173).	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠBadiou’s,	
 ﾠLacan’s	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠHegel’s	
 ﾠpoint:	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠonce	
 ﾠpassed	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
mutation	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ sublation,	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ subjects	
 ﾠ should	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ unity	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Imaginary	
 ﾠ
completeness	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠlonger.	
 ﾠThey	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠseek	
 ﾠrestoration	
 ﾠbecause	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠhave	
 ﾠ
transformed	
 ﾠthemselves	
 ﾠinto	
 ﾠfree	
 ﾠindividuals	
 ﾠchoosing	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠways.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
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This	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠend.	
 ﾠJust	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠinternal	
 ﾠcontradictions	
 ﾠcollapse	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpretensions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
Master,	
 ﾠ University	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ Analyst	
 ﾠ discourses,	
 ﾠ so	
 ﾠ too	
 ﾠ do	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ inconsistencies	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ
discourse	
 ﾠ generate	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ eventual	
 ﾠ dissolution	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ new	
 ﾠ cycle.	
 ﾠ This	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ logic	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
sublation:	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ when	
 ﾠ new	
 ﾠ knowledge	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ instantiated,	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ continues	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ cycle	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
(re)generation	
 ﾠ(new	
 ﾠKuhnian	
 ﾠparadigms).	
 ﾠOnly,	
 ﾠstanding	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ
this	
 ﾠtime	
 ﾠaround	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠherself	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠidentity.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
[Ask	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtheorise	
 ﾠhow	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠconstructed	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠmoments	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠunresolve	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠconsider	
 ﾠ
how	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠmade,	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ"wants,"	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ"forgets,"	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠ
"costs."	
 ﾠThus,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcourse	
 ﾠinvestigated	
 ﾠ"strange"	
 ﾠexperiences	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠrather	
 ﾠthan	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsedimented	
 ﾠ
received	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠexpect	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfind.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Ask	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠproduce	
 ﾠseveral	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtwo-ﾭ‐page	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠresponse/position	
 ﾠpapers	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠissues	
 ﾠ
concerning	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstructure,	
 ﾠcontent,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpractice	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcourse.]	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ discourse	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master,	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ are	
 ﾠ structured	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ passive	
 ﾠ narcissistic	
 ﾠ
subordinated	
 ﾠsubjects.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠprovides	
 ﾠconsiderable	
 ﾠidentificatory	
 ﾠsatisfaction	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠderives	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠplenum	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠrecognition	
 ﾠafforded	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmother	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
subsequently	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ other	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Symbolic	
 ﾠ Order.	
 ﾠ These	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ
signifiers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠaccepted	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠhaving	
 ﾠunquestioned	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠprofound	
 ﾠidealistic	
 ﾠcontent	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠprovide	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsecurity,	
 ﾠwell-ﾭ‐being	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdefinite	
 ﾠidentity.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠ
leads	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ active	
 ﾠ narcissistic	
 ﾠ ascription	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ approval	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ
adopting	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ embodying	
 ﾠ metaphors	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ metonyms	
 ﾠ associated	
 ﾠ with	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ master	
 ﾠ
signifiers,	
 ﾠusually	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠconnected	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsocietal	
 ﾠapproval.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠ“true	
 ﾠspeech”	
 ﾠ
because	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠlearners	
 ﾠseek	
 ﾠmeaning	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠ
an	
 ﾠother,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠanswer	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠquestion,	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Under	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ rationalist	
 ﾠ paradigm,	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ “subject	
 ﾠ supposed	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ know”	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ perceived	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ
devoid	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠself-ﾭ‐interest	
 ﾠwhile	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpresented	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“Objective	
 ﾠTruth”	
 ﾠuntainted	
 ﾠ
by	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher’s	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠconcerns,	
 ﾠbeliefs,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠsituatedness.	
 ﾠLiberal	
 ﾠhumanist	
 ﾠideals	
 ﾠ
which	
 ﾠemphasise	
 ﾠfairness,	
 ﾠequality,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠimpartiality	
 ﾠdevalue	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdeny	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠ
by	
 ﾠadvocating	
 ﾠdisembodied	
 ﾠpedagogy.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
When	
 ﾠrepresented	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠpopular	
 ﾠculture,	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠusually	
 ﾠequated	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
sexual.	
 ﾠIndeed,	
 ﾠJo	
 ﾠKeroes	
 ﾠnotes	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ“It	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠaccident	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠworks	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠ
sport	
 ﾠtitles	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠProfessor	
 ﾠRomeo,	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠProfessor	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠDesire,	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠPrime	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠMiss	
 ﾠJean	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 27	
 ﾠ
Brodie,	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠTo	
 ﾠSir	
 ﾠWith	
 ﾠLove,	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠcoincidental	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠsuch	
 ﾠworks	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠoften	
 ﾠturns	
 ﾠ
out	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠmotivated	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠattractiveness	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠone	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ‘supposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow,’	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠlure	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsexy	
 ﾠmind.”
6	
 ﾠYet,	
 ﾠaside	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠerotic	
 ﾠpull	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
students,	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠrarely	
 ﾠrepresented	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠhaving	
 ﾠdesires	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown,	
 ﾠprivate	
 ﾠ
passions	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ pleasures,	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ even	
 ﾠ families	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ interests	
 ﾠ outside	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ classroom.
7	
 ﾠ In	
 ﾠ
popular	
 ﾠfilm	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠideal	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠempty	
 ﾠsymbol	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠselflessness,	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠlearns	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠ
his/her	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠunconditionally.	
 ﾠDale	
 ﾠBauer	
 ﾠnotes	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmovies	
 ﾠ“teaching	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
always	
 ﾠ[presented	
 ﾠas]	
 ﾠcommitment	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠcontent,	
 ﾠpassion	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠpurpose.”
8	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠ
addition	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsexual	
 ﾠconnotations,	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠuncomfortable	
 ﾠtalking	
 ﾠabout	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠ
desire	
 ﾠ because	
 ﾠ it	
 ﾠ suggests	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ breakdown	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ rational	
 ﾠ mechanism	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ teaching/	
 ﾠ
learning,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠloss	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcontrol,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpresence	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠfavoritism	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠagendas.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
As	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠpoints	
 ﾠout,	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsupposed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠknow,	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
transference	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpursuit	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠknowledge	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠbound	
 ﾠup	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠtransference	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ"the	
 ﾠ
enacting	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreality	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠ…"	
 ﾠ(S	
 ﾠXI:	
 ﾠ174).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
…	
 ﾠhowever	
 ﾠempty	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠmay	
 ﾠseem,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠif	
 ﾠtaken	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠface	
 ﾠ
value	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠjustifies	
 ﾠMallarme's	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠremark	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠcompares	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
common	
 ﾠ use	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ language	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ exchange	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ coin	
 ﾠ whose	
 ﾠ obverse	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ
reverse	
 ﾠno	
 ﾠlonger	
 ﾠbear	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠeroded	
 ﾠfaces,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠpeople	
 ﾠpass	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠ
hand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhand	
 ﾠ"in	
 ﾠsilence."	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠmetaphor	
 ﾠsuffices	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠremind	
 ﾠus	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠspeech,	
 ﾠ
even	
 ﾠwhen	
 ﾠalmost	
 ﾠcompletely	
 ﾠworn	
 ﾠout,	
 ﾠretains	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠvalue	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtessera.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ(É:	
 ﾠ209)	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
This	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsay	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent	
 ﾠsubmits	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠempty	
 ﾠspeech	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpedagogical	
 ﾠ
situation,	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ there	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ supposed	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ know	
 ﾠ (the	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ –	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ
imaginary	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠDiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmaster	
 ﾠ
holding	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ S1,	
 ﾠ urging	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ students	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ learn	
 ﾠ more	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ more)	
 ﾠ transference	
 ﾠ takes	
 ﾠ
place.	
 ﾠRecognising	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠemptiness	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtessera,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠtoken,	
 ﾠprompts	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
analyst/teacher	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠanswer	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠquestion,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠreturn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtoken	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
student	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsee	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠillusory	
 ﾠautonomy	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠclosure	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠhis	
 ﾠ
or	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠimplication	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ“history”.	
 ﾠBecause	
 ﾠ“what	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠat	
 ﾠstake	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠreality,	
 ﾠbut	
 ﾠtruth”	
 ﾠ(É:	
 ﾠ
213)	
 ﾠ [–	
 ﾠ which	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ recognition	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ rhetorical	
 ﾠ dimension	
 ﾠ underpinning	
 ﾠ every	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 28	
 ﾠ
cognition]	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠshe	
 ﾠ[at	
 ﾠleast]	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠ“reorder	
 ﾠpast	
 ﾠcontingencies	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠ
conferring	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠthem	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsense	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠnecessities	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠcome”	
 ﾠ(É:	
 ﾠ213).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
For	
 ﾠLacan,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠworthy	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠname	
 ﾠoccurs	
 ﾠ"where	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠ
truth	
 ﾠbecomes	
 ﾠmanifest	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrevolutions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠculture."	
 ﾠHe	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠteaches	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠ
hidden	
 ﾠ truth,	
 ﾠ like	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ purloined	
 ﾠ letter	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ Poe,	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ always	
 ﾠ out	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ open	
 ﾠ where	
 ﾠ
anyone	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠsee	
 ﾠit.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠmost	
 ﾠhidden	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠlanguage,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠway	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠtruth	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
"the	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠclaim	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠtransmit	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthose	
 ﾠwho	
 ﾠfollow	
 ﾠus.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ
called-ﾭ‐a	
 ﾠstyle"	
 ﾠ(Ecrits	
 ﾠ458).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
However,	
 ﾠstyle	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠcontext	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠquestion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠright	
 ﾠwords	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠproper	
 ﾠ
order	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠasserting	
 ﾠlinguistic	
 ﾠauthority	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠmastery.	
 ﾠOn	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcontrary,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠmeans	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
disclosure	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrelation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠlanguage	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠexhibition	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠ
entirely	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠhands	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexhibitionist.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠforce	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠlies	
 ﾠclose	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfarce,	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpedagogue	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠalways	
 ﾠbeen	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcomic	
 ﾠfigure.	
 ﾠBut	
 ﾠif	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠfrequently	
 ﾠ
evokes	
 ﾠlaughter,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠsometimes	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠlaughter	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠresistance	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠknows	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠ
relation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ"slippage"	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠcognition	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠperformance.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠknows	
 ﾠ
truth	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠnecessity	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ"failure"	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠonly	
 ﾠteaching	
 ﾠ"worthy	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠname."	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Lacanian	
 ﾠ psychoanalysis	
 ﾠ believes	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ symbolic	
 ﾠ has	
 ﾠ an	
 ﾠ impact	
 ﾠ on	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ Real.	
 ﾠ
Language,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic,	
 ﾠinevitably	
 ﾠincites	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠformation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠlanguage,	
 ﾠ
“what	
 ﾠescapes	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠformalisation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠrepresentation,”	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠReal	
 ﾠ(17).	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠprocess	
 ﾠ
can	
 ﾠ be	
 ﾠ referred	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ repression	
 ﾠ (of	
 ﾠ desire)	
 ﾠ into	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ unconscious.	
 ﾠ “Like	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
Symbolic	
 ﾠagency,	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠReal’s	
 ﾠexistence	
 ﾠdepends,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠReal	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠexternal	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
subject,	
 ﾠand,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠsuch,	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠtruly	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠradical	
 ﾠdifference	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠcannot	
 ﾠreduce	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠusual	
 ﾠ(imaginary)	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠunderstanding”	
 ﾠ(17).	
 ﾠSince	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠexistence	
 ﾠdepends	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠexternal	
 ﾠSymbolic,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠ“not	
 ﾠinteriority,	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠ‘inner	
 ﾠworld,’	
 ﾠ
an	
 ﾠunderground	
 ﾠ[hence	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubconscious],	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠinside	
 ﾠfull	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmysteries	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠ
carry	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠanatomically	
 ﾠlocalisable”	
 ﾠ(18).	
 ﾠ“Language	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠexternal	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
man,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbits	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠlinguistic	
 ﾠmatter	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠdetect	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠalso	
 ﾠoutside	
 ﾠ
‘us’”	
 ﾠ(18).	
 ﾠ“The	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠstructured	
 ﾠlike	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠlanguage”	
 ﾠ
(18).	
 ﾠUnder	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalyst:	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 29	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ a	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ $	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ S1	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ S2	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠsymbolic	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠoverwrite	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreal:	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ Symbolic	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠReal	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
In	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclinic,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalyst	
 ﾠinvites	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalysand	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠmove	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠfixation	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠReal	
 ﾠ–	
 ﾠ
where	
 ﾠsomething	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠsymbolised	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠsubstitute	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠemployment	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
ever	
 ﾠ more	
 ﾠ signifiers,	
 ﾠ undergoing	
 ﾠ “dialectisation”	
 ﾠ –	
 ﾠ becoming	
 ﾠ drawn	
 ﾠ into	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ
analysand’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠset	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠmotion.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
We	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠthink	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠReal	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠprogressively	
 ﾠ(though	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠtotally)	
 ﾠsymbolised	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠcourse	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠperson’s	
 ﾠlife.	
 ﾠIn	
 ﾠteaching,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠplay	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠobject	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠ
the	
 ﾠanalyst’s	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Importantly,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠidea	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtransference,	
 ﾠcentral	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠpsychoanalysis,	
 ﾠelaborates	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠrole	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠnotion	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠmastery	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠcontrol	
 ﾠplays	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠlives	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjects,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠ
desire	
 ﾠ“usually	
 ﾠdiscussed	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠterms	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠtransference”	
 ﾠ(Cohler	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠGalatzer-ﾭ‐Levy,	
 ﾠ2006,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ
248)	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ often	
 ﾠ expressed.	
 ﾠ Much	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ occurs	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ education	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ transference,	
 ﾠ “the	
 ﾠ
uncertain	
 ﾠexchange	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠconfusion,	
 ﾠlove	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwords”	
 ﾠ(Britzman,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠxi)	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠpasses	
 ﾠ
between	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠteacher.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠpsychoanalytic	
 ﾠassumption	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“that	
 ﾠthere	
 ﾠcan	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠ
no	
 ﾠlearning	
 ﾠwithout	
 ﾠtransference”	
 ﾠ(id,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ3)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ“[a]ll	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠhas	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠgive	
 ﾠ
is	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoffer	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtransference”	
 ﾠ(Kohon	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠBritzman,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ17).	
 ﾠPsychoanalysis,	
 ﾠ
therefore,	
 ﾠprovides	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠmodel	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠeducation	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠexploit	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠurge	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠmastery	
 ﾠtowards	
 ﾠ
creative	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ liberatory	
 ﾠ ends.	
 ﾠ Transference,	
 ﾠ little	
 ﾠ understood	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ yet	
 ﾠ so	
 ﾠ widely	
 ﾠ
manipulated	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠschooling,	
 ﾠotherwise	
 ﾠresults	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠinappropriate	
 ﾠidentifications	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠ
constraining	
 ﾠmodels	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠaggression	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠdomination.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Lacan	
 ﾠcalls	
 ﾠtransference	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠenactment	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠreality	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠunconscious”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ
1998,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ146)	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠmanifests	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠconsciousness	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠstrong	
 ﾠattachment	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ(or	
 ﾠdislike	
 ﾠ
of)	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠperson	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠthing.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠconnection	
 ﾠoccurs	
 ﾠwhen	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠidentifies	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ
with	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠprompts	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠreawakening	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠembedded	
 ﾠnarratives	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 30	
 ﾠ
underpin	
 ﾠego-ﾭ‐identification.	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠinternalises	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠorder	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠan	
 ﾠego-ﾭ‐
ideal	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠviews	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld	
 ﾠthence	
 ﾠforward,	
 ﾠcovertly	
 ﾠorchestrating	
 ﾠ“to	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
significant	
 ﾠdegree,	
 ﾠ[his]	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠwith	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠperceptions	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠexternal	
 ﾠOthers”	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ
1999,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ130).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠrelations	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtransference	
 ﾠinvolve	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠefforts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠposition	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠteacher	
 ﾠ
as	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠparticular	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠreproduce	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠrelationship	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠhad	
 ﾠprovided	
 ﾠprofound	
 ﾠ
gratification,
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 ﾠeither	
 ﾠpleasure	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠnonpleasure,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpast	
 ﾠ(Bracher,	
 ﾠ1999).	
 ﾠUsually,	
 ﾠ
this	
 ﾠcircles	
 ﾠaround	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠoriginal	
 ﾠexperience	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠbeing	
 ﾠrecognised	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠloved	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ
2005).	
 ﾠThe	
 ﾠopportunity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthus	
 ﾠprovided	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠsubjects	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠnot	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠrevisit	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠrelive	
 ﾠ
prior	
 ﾠ relationships,	
 ﾠ but	
 ﾠ also	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ reinvent	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ foundational	
 ﾠ scripts	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ have	
 ﾠ made	
 ﾠ
them	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠare.	
 ﾠIndeed,	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠconsiders	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠtransference	
 ﾠso	
 ﾠsignificant	
 ﾠfor	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
development	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠhe	
 ﾠcalls	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠortho-ﾭ‐dramatisation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpatient’s	
 ﾠ
subjectivity”	
 ﾠ (Lacan,	
 ﾠ 2006,	
 ﾠ p.	
 ﾠ 184).	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ point	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ transference	
 ﾠ experiences	
 ﾠ
between	
 ﾠ analyst	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ analysand	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ between	
 ﾠ teacher	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ student	
 ﾠ -ﾭ‐	
 ﾠ listening,	
 ﾠ
speaking,	
 ﾠreading	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠwriting	
 ﾠ-ﾭ‐	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠprofoundly	
 ﾠSymbolic	
 ﾠacts	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠfound	
 ﾠsubjectivity	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠways	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠgo	
 ﾠbeyond	
 ﾠBracher’s	
 ﾠ(1994)	
 ﾠfocus	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠjust	
 ﾠwriting	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠAppel’s	
 ﾠ(1996,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ
139)	
 ﾠemphasis	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠ“physical	
 ﾠcontact	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠpreverbal	
 ﾠbodily	
 ﾠsensation”.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspecial	
 ﾠ
skill	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ analyst	
 ﾠ or	
 ﾠ teacher	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ use	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ transference	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ shift	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ dispositional	
 ﾠ
(Imaginary)	
 ﾠunderpinnings	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠanalysand’s	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠstudent’s	
 ﾠposition,	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠtalk,
16	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠit	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠ“the	
 ﾠfoundational	
 ﾠtechnique	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠpsychoanalytic	
 ﾠpedagogy”	
 ﾠ(Cho,	
 ﾠ2009,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ53)	
 ﾠ
to	
 ﾠmetaphorise	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠmetonymise	
 ﾠterms	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠpositional	
 ﾠfixations	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠfields	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
experience.
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 ﾠ“In	
 ﾠnaming	
 ﾠ[desire],	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠcreates,	
 ﾠbrings	
 ﾠforth,	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠnew	
 ﾠpresence	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠworld”	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ1991b,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ229).	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
16	
 ﾠSpeech	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdimension	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠauthentically	
 ﾠintegrated	
 ﾠon	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
symbolic	
 ﾠplane	
 ﾠ(Lacan,	
 ﾠ1991a,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ183).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
17	
 ﾠMetaphoric	
 ﾠsubstitutions	
 ﾠposit	
 ﾠequivalence	
 ﾠbetween	
 ﾠdissimilars	
 ﾠwithin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpositional	
 ﾠ(contextual)	
 ﾠdomain	
 ﾠ
while	
 ﾠmetonymic	
 ﾠdisplacements	
 ﾠprovide	
 ﾠmerely	
 ﾠslidings	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsimilars	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsame	
 ﾠdispositional	
 ﾠfield.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠActivities	
 ﾠ
involving	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠformer	
 ﾠoffer	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpotential	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdisimbricate	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfigure	
 ﾠ(experience,	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthus	
 ﾠevaluation	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
affect)	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠits	
 ﾠground	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthereby	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠopportunity	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrealise	
 ﾠdifferent	
 ﾠsignificance	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠassociations,	
 ﾠfree	
 ﾠ
from	
 ﾠcaptivating	
 ﾠdependency.	
 ﾠ(R.	
 ﾠBoothby,	
 ﾠ2001,	
 ﾠFreud	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠPhilosopher.	
 ﾠNew	
 ﾠYork	
 ﾠ&	
 ﾠLondon:	
 ﾠRoutledge).	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ 31	
 ﾠ
The	
 ﾠintersection	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠfigure	
 ﾠbelow	
 ﾠshows	
 ﾠwhere	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject
18	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠpositioned:	
 ﾠneither	
 ﾠ
unselfconscious	
 ﾠanimal	
 ﾠnor	
 ﾠcomplete	
 ﾠhuman,	
 ﾠyet	
 ﾠincomplete.	
 ﾠHer	
 ﾠgain	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpartial	
 ﾠ
satisfaction	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdrives	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ“that	
 ﾠunique	
 ﾠhuman	
 ﾠfeature,	
 ﾠunknown	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠany	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ
living	
 ﾠ species:	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ replacement	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ organ	
 ﾠ pleasure	
 ﾠ by	
 ﾠ representational	
 ﾠ pleasure”	
 ﾠ
(Castoriadis,	
 ﾠ2007,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ98).	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠ
Being	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠMeaning	
 ﾠ(modified	
 ﾠfrom	
 ﾠLacan,	
 ﾠ1998,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ211)	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Subjectivity	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ individual	
 ﾠ position	
 ﾠ between	
 ﾠ unconscious	
 ﾠ Being	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ way	
 ﾠ
culture	
 ﾠ(Meaning)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠindividual	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠperceptual	
 ﾠagent	
 ﾠdialectically	
 ﾠinteract.	
 ﾠThis	
 ﾠ
constitutes	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ subject	
 ﾠ as	
 ﾠ possessing	
 ﾠ agency,	
 ﾠ though	
 ﾠ for	
 ﾠ Freire	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ Lacan,	
 ﾠ this	
 ﾠ
subjectivity	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠcomplete	
 ﾠdue	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠcompelling	
 ﾠnature	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠboth	
 ﾠforces.	
 ﾠPolitical	
 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠsocial	
 ﾠattempts	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdefine	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠvery	
 ﾠnature	
 ﾠoppressive	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠ
dehumanising,	
 ﾠdenying	
 ﾠindividuals	
 ﾠstatus	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“subjects”	
 ﾠor	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠ“’critical	
 ﾠsignificators’”	
 ﾠ
(Freire,	
 ﾠ2004,	
 ﾠp.	
 ﾠ37).	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠbehoves	
 ﾠus	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠthen,	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbring	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclassroom	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
degree	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdisclosure	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠthought	
 ﾠprocesses	
 ﾠ(Jay,	
 ﾠ1987,	
 ﾠp.789).	
 ﾠ
How	
 ﾠthis	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠachieved	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠby	
 ﾠenacting	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠdesires	
 ﾠthrough	
 ﾠidentification	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
operation	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdiscourse.	
 ﾠIt	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠnever	
 ﾠending.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Our	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠOther,	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠinforms	
 ﾠus	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠtypically	
 ﾠcryptic	
 ﾠfashion.	
 ﾠ
This	
 ﾠcould	
 ﾠmean:	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother;	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠwhat	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠdesires;	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠobject	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠdesire;	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠwe	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠdoes,	
 ﾠ
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 ﾠNot,	
 ﾠas	
 ﾠLacan	
 ﾠ(1998)	
 ﾠputs	
 ﾠit,	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠBeing	
 ﾠset,	
 ﾠwhich	
 ﾠis	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠspace	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠpre-ﾭ‐cultural	
 ﾠproto-ﾭ‐subject.	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
Being	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠMeaning	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ(the	
 ﾠReal)	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠSubjectivity	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ(the	
 ﾠOther)	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ 	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ	
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 ﾠ
and	
 ﾠ that	
 ﾠ we	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ what	
 ﾠ we	
 ﾠ have	
 ﾠ been	
 ﾠ enjoined	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ desire.	
 ﾠ These	
 ﾠ provide	
 ﾠ only	
 ﾠ
fleeting	
 ﾠsatisfaction	
 ﾠthough	
 ﾠthey	
 ﾠare	
 ﾠpromulgated	
 ﾠdaily	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠclassroom	
 ﾠunder	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠ
discourses	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠMaster	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠUniversity.	
 ﾠThese	
 ﾠdiscourses	
 ﾠfix	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠ
hegemonic	
 ﾠ field	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ positionality	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ bind	
 ﾠ them	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ Imaginary	
 ﾠ identifications.	
 ﾠ The	
 ﾠ
Analyst	
 ﾠdiscourse	
 ﾠ(partially)	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠHysteric	
 ﾠdiscourse,	
 ﾠhowever,	
 ﾠenable	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠ
enter	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ circulation	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ desire	
 ﾠ through	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ free	
 ﾠ play	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ signifiers	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ the	
 ﾠ clash	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ
feminine	
 ﾠ negativity	
 ﾠ (of	
 ﾠ not-ﾭ‐all)	
 ﾠ against	
 ﾠ masculine	
 ﾠ positivity	
 ﾠ (of	
 ﾠ phallic	
 ﾠ fullness)	
 ﾠ in	
 ﾠ
sublative	
 ﾠtransgression	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠtemporary	
 ﾠsynthesis	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠcontraries.	
 ﾠWith	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexercise	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠ
Badiouian	
 ﾠlove,	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠscholarly	
 ﾠjousting	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠsignifiers	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠexploration	
 ﾠof	
 ﾠunconscious	
 ﾠ
desire	
 ﾠencourages	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠcritical	
 ﾠpedagogy	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠunbinds	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠsubject	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠyesterday’s	
 ﾠlost-ﾭ‐
forever	
 ﾠ and	
 ﾠ skips	
 ﾠ forward	
 ﾠ towards	
 ﾠ tomorrow’s	
 ﾠ not-ﾭ‐yet.	
 ﾠ If	
 ﾠ critical	
 ﾠ literacy	
 ﾠ is	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ
achieve	
 ﾠ its	
 ﾠ objective	
 ﾠ of	
 ﾠ democratising	
 ﾠ opportunity,	
 ﾠ educators	
 ﾠ need	
 ﾠ to	
 ﾠ encourage	
 ﾠ
practices	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠallow	
 ﾠstudents’	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠsurface.	
 ﾠWe	
 ﾠteachers	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠrecognise	
 ﾠthat	
 ﾠ
in	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠbeginning,	
 ﾠbefore	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠImaginary,	
 ﾠwas	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠWord.	
 ﾠAnd	
 ﾠstudents	
 ﾠneed	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠbe	
 ﾠ
encouraged	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠfind	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠuse	
 ﾠtheir	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠwords	
 ﾠin	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠliberating	
 ﾠpraxis.	
 ﾠThen,	
 ﾠtwo	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠ
foreclosed	
 ﾠdesires	
 ﾠmight	
 ﾠemerge:	
 ﾠA	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠto	
 ﾠmaintain	
 ﾠour	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠand	
 ﾠa	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠ
that	
 ﾠthe	
 ﾠother	
 ﾠdesire	
 ﾠher	
 ﾠown	
 ﾠdesire.	
 ﾠ	
 ﾠ
	
 ﾠ